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United States 

America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 oath CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 

SENATE-Wednesday, May 11, 1988 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable ALAN 
J. DIXON, a Senator from the State of 
Illinois. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, Father of us all, we 

honor Thee today in the profound 
words of Israel's greatest King, David: 
" * * * Blessed be Thou, Lord God of 
Israel our Father, for ever and ever. 
Thine, 0 Lord, is the greatness, and 
the power, and the glory, and the vic
tory, and the majesty: for all that is in 
the heaven and in the Earth is Thine; 
Thine is the Kingdom, 0 Lord, and 
Thou art exalted as head above all. 
Both riches and honour come of Thee, 
and Thou reignest over all and in 
Thine hand is power and might; and in 
Thine hand it is to make great, and to 
give strength unto all. Now, therefore, 
our God, we thank Thee, and praise 
Thy glorious name." Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tcmpore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, May 11, 1988. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable ALAN J. 
DIXON, a Senator from the State of Illinois , 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN c. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. DIXON thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

(Legislative day of Monday, May 9, 1988) 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the standing order the 
majority leader is recognized. 

THE CHAPLAIN'S PRAYER 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chaplain for his beautiful scrip
tural readings. They are refreshing. 
They are like a breath of fresh air 
through an open window, opening the 
day. It is a beautiful day in many 
ways, and these great passages from 
the Scriptures certainly make it a 
splendid one. 

I hope tha1 we all can take advan
tage of it, and I know we will profit by 
the prayer. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time of 
the Republican leader be reserved and 
that my own time be reserved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of morning business, not to 
extend beyond the hour of 10 a.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for not to exceed 5 minutes 
each. 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 

THE ROADBLOCK TO ENDING 
THE CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS 
ARMS RACE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

Federation of American Scientists 
have contributed greatly to public and 
congressional understanding of the 
possibilities and limitations of arms 
control. Earlier this year they pub
lished a monograph on " the Future of 

Conventional Arms Control in 
Europe." There can be no doubt about 
where these scientists for peace are 
coming from. Here is a preeminent 
peace advocacy organization. They 
have been right out in front in sup
porting every realistic arms control 
proposal since virtually the dawn of 
the nuclear age. But in this latest 
10,000-word analysis of the outlook for 
conventional arms control in Europe, 
they come up with what this Senator 
regards as a painfully pessimistic con
clusion. Pessimistic but realistic. Oh, 
the monograph concludes with: 

With time and patience, t he logjam can be 
broken and a new era of stability in Europe 
achieved. 

But a close reading of this analysis 
by such preeminent arms control advo
cates suggests that the time of 
achievement could be decades and the 
necessary patience infinite. It is not 
hard to understand the mutual intran
sigence. Gorbachev speaks of asyme
trical reductions. Sounds very promis
ing doesn't it? Obviously with Warsaw 
Pact forces armed with at least three 
times as many tanks as the NA TO 
forces, at least twice as much artillery, 
far more planes and a massive advan
tage in the number of troops, one 
would logically assume that the pact is 
ready to make a significantly dispro
portionate reduction in weapons and 
military personnel. Unfortunately 
there is no evidence that the pact has 
really changed at all its assertion in 
the Budapest Appeal of June 1986 
that land forces and air forces of both 
military alliances in Europe should be 
reduced by some 25 percent as com
pared with present levels. Such a re
duction would obviously be completely 
unacceptable for NATO. 

A year ago-April 10, 1987, in 
Prague, Gorbachev said the pact fa
vored reaching a balance of forces on 
both sides "not through a buildup of 
those who are behind but through re
duction on the part of those who are 
ahead." Hooray. This sounds like hats
in-the-air time. But in the year that 
has elapsed what have the Soviet 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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Union and the Warsaw Pact done? It 
seems those who were so excited by 
Gorbachev's Prague assertion over
looked the spin he was putting on this 
sentence: "We see the process of re
ducing military confrontation in 
Europe as a phased process, observing 
balance at each stage at the level of 
reasonable sufficiency." So the Soviets 
will reduce their military forces but 
only to a level of "reasonable suffi
ciency." The American Federation of 
Scientists article contends that the 
Soviet military substitutes "defense 
sufficiency" for "reasonable sufficien
cy." To the military that, of course, 
means higher defense requirements. 
And in July 1987, Soviet Defense Min
ister Yazov said, "It . is not we who set 
the limits of sufficiency, it is the ac
tions of the United States and NATO." 

Mr. President, let's face it we are 
dealing with a power in the Soviet 
Union that Secretary Gorbachev 
whether he likes it or not almost cer
tainly cannot control. Mr. Gorbachev 
is having serious trouble right now 
with a Soviet economy that is stum
bling and staggering. His Perestroika 
has alienated many of the powerful 
Politburo bureaucrats as he attempts 
to decentralize control over pricing 
and production in 80 percent of the 
Soviet economy. He can't afford to 
kick his military around at the same 
time. Now what happens to the power 
of that military if and when arms con
trol negotiations mean they lose half 
their artillery, two-thirds of their 
tanks, and a massive share. of their 
troops to command? Obviously, their 
world collapses around them. So the 
Soviet military bureaucracy becomes 
alienated at the same time Gorbachev 
is running smack into very similar ci
vilian bureaucratic resistance. Civilian 
bureaucrats are stalling Gorbachev's 
efforts to decentralize its dinosaur of a 
centralized economy. For Gorbachev 
to take on his military and his civilian 
bureaucracy at one and the same time 
with a double reorganization that 
could seriously damage both may very 
well mean that he will lose on both 
fronts. 

Here is why the United States and 
NATO should push the Kremlin loud 
and long for conventional arms control 
reductions and big ones. So why don't 
we do exactly that? Here's why: We 
have our own military industrial com
plex that will resist cutbacks that will 
cost our own admirals and generals 
their jobs and will slash the produc
tion and profits from powerful mili
tary contractors. So arms control at 
the conventional level where it will 
bear far and away its biggest economic 
fruits goes little farther than the rhe
torical flourishes and public relations 
pitches calcaluated to win approval 
from the vast majority of the world's 
people who yearn for peace. 

How ironic this is, at a time when 
the surest and wisest way the United 

States and the Soviet Union can over
come each of their serious economic 
problems is through a negotiated, 
mutual and thoroughly verified agree
ment to stop the conventional arms 
race and save billions. How specially 
ironic this is in a world in which the 
massive arms both sides are working 
so feverishly to build can only be used 
in a superpower war in an act of cer
tain double suicide-that would bring 
the death-the final end for both na
tions as organized societies. 

IN PRAISE OF BARBER SHOP 
SINGING 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
today I want to sing the praises of the 
Society for the Preservation and En
couragement of Barber Shop Quartet 
Singing in America, Inc.
S.P .E.B.S. Q.S.A., Inc. This Wisconsin
based organization is celebrating 50 
years of spreading goodwill through 
song. 

The S.P.E.B.S.Q.S.A. has more than 
800 chapters nationwide, and affiliates 
in Canada, Great Britain, Sweden, and 
New Zealand. The Barbershoppers 
number almost 40,000 men dedicated 
to the preservation of this American 
art form. Two women's groups, Sweet 
Adelines and Harmony, Inc., bring the 
total number of participants to about 
75,000. 

S.P.E.B.S.Q.S.A. was formed in 1938 
by two Tulsa businessmen, O.C. Cash 
and Rupert Hall. The name was a 
takeoff on the "alphabet agencies" of 
the New Deal era. It is as accurate as 
it is amusing-the S.P.E.B.S.Q.S.A. has 
preserved and encouraged a literature 
and a style of music with a rich tradi
tion of American life. This tradition 
predates television, the computer age, 
and the hustle and bustle of much of 
today's recreational life. 

The dedication of the 75,000 men 
and women in this organization goes 
far beyond simple fellowship and fun. 
They contribute to the enrichment of 
the lives of many in their communi
ties. Through singing they have 
helped to raise millions of dollars for 
civic, charitable, and patriotic pur
poses. The men, for instance, contrib
ute substantially to the Institute of 
Logopedics, a research and service 
agency for persons with speech im
pediments and multiple handicaps. 

The Barbershoppers' commitment to 
quality performance is exemplary. 
They carry on extensive educational 
programs to improve their singing. As 
amateurs, their best quartets are on 
par with professional groups and uni
versity performers anywhere. Last De
cember, the Alexandria Harmonizers 
from Alexandria, VA, performed in 
the Kennedy Center Honors Program 
for the President, Members of Con
gress, and millions of Americans. 

Mr. President, all of America is 
proud to honor the Barbershoppers on 

their golden anniversary. They enter 
upon their 51st year with the warm 
wishes and congratulations of Ameri
cans everywhere. Theirs has been an 
exceptional historical, social, and cre
ative contribution. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

THE CURRENT SITUATION IN 
ISRAEL 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to my colleagues' atten
tion an editorial that appeared in the 
Independent and Montgomery Tran
script of Collegeville and Trappe, PA, 
in the edition of March 29, 1988, re
garding the current situation in Israel. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ISRAEL-SURROUNDED BY EVIL MEN AND THEIR 

" FINAL SOLUTIONS" 

(By John Stewart) 
Israel has been fighting a war of survival 

for forty years. The United Nations created 
Israel in 1947. A larger Arab state was also 
created by the same U.N. mandate. The 
Jews accepted the United Nations Law. The 
Arabs rejected it and started a war against 
Israel. Syria, Jordan and Egypt ganged up 
on Israel and attempted the total destruc
tion of the Jewish state. The Arabs failed 
their " final solution" 40 years ago. 

In judging Israel on their present actions 
in dealing with the Palestinians one must 
review the following past and present facts: 

1. The League of Nations, after World 
War One, allocated an area for the future 
Jewish National Home. 

2. In 1922, Britian took 76% of the League 
of Nations' Jewish Home Land and gave it 
to Jordan. 

3. The United Nations created Israel and a 
larger Arab state in 1947, the Jews accepted 
this mandate and the Arabs rejected it. 

4. The Arabs started a war of extinguish
ment against Israel in 1947. 

5. Israel defeated the Arabs and annexed 
Gaza to their land. 

6. The Arabs sued for peace in 1949 and 
Israel returned Gaza to Egypt. 

7. Egypt governed the Gaza for 19 years 
and did nothing for the Palestinians. Egypt 
lost Gaza in the 1967 war she started. 

8. Egypt refused to take back the Gaza in 
the Camp David accords of 1978. 

9. Jordan, ruled by King Hussein, is 85% 
Palestinian. 

10. King Hussein slaughtered 20,000 Pales
tinians in 1968. 

11. King Hussein and every other living 
Arab leader has refused direct negotiations 
with Israel. 
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12. The only two Arab leaders, Anwar 

Sadat and Bashir Gemayel, who made peace 
with Israel, were assassinated. 

13. Palestinians both within the PLO and 
outside of it were murdered for SPEAKING 
ABOUT SPEAKING with Israeli officials. 

14. There are no Arab moderates in the 
Middle East because to speak out for peace 
with Israel is to sign your own death war
rant by the PLO or other Arab radicals. 

15. Israel was involved in four wars in her 
forty years of existence to sustain her sur
vival-1947, 1956, 1967, 1973. 

16. Israel has traded land for peace on two 
separate occasions in the past. 

17. Arab Nationalists continue, to this day, 
to call for the total destruction of Israel as 
the final solution to the Middle East's prob
lems. 

18. United Nations Resolutions # 242 and 
# 338, which would provide secure borders 
for both Jews and Arabs has been accepted 
by Israel and rejected by the Arab nations. 

19. Arabs have killed thousands of Arab 
women and children to further their aim of 
the " final solution"-killing all Jews. 

20. There are no trials in Arab countries 
for assaults on Jews. 

21. Israeli soldiers have been criminally 
charged and will be tried for assault and tor
t1n:e of stone throwing and fire bomb throw
ing young Arab terrorists. 

22. Arabs kill Jews by bombs and guns all 
over the world. Arabs kill anyone who do 
not agree with them- Americans, Germans, 
French or British. 

23. Israel kills only those who attack them 
in their 40 year war of survival. 

We must, if we are a friend of Israel, 
review and remember these facts in order to 
judge the actions of the Israeli government 
in quelling the Arab uprising. We Americans 
have a right to criticize any government, in
cluding Israel. We even have a right to sug
gest a course of action. We cannot, however, 
suggest that she commit hari-kari or blue 
print her own self-destruction; that must be 
Israel's choice. 

The Israeli government has for forty 
years traded land for peace and gotten war 
in return. The Israeli government has, for 
forty years, begged for one thing-peace, 
and gotten terrorist murders, for their 
pains. The Israeli government has, for forty 
years, asked but one thing from its Arab 
neighbors-" recognize our existence as a 
nation"-the Arab world answers with rocks 
or rockets, bombs or bullets. 

No decent human being can condone 
either violence or murder. No one can con
done brutality or killing. Israel rejects all 
forms of human brutality to achieve its 
aims of a secure homeland. We, as Ameri
cans, must support our only friend in the 
Middle East and remember they are sur
rounded on all sides by men of evil intent 
who call for the Jews' total destruction as 
the " final solution" to the Middle East 
problem. 

Think about it. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SAN FRANCISCO ETHNIC 
DANCE FESTIVAL AND CITY 
CELEBRATION, INC. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 10 

years ago, the San Francisco Ethnic 
Dance Festival, one of the Nation's 
most prestigious ethnic dance events, 
gave its first performance at the down
town Herbst Theater. Ever since, the 
festival has consistently offered very 

talented local dancers and dance 
troupes representing an unprecedent
ed diversity of ethnic dance tradi
tions-from China's Yunnan Province 
to the heart of Africa and a spectrum 
of points in between. 

Over the years, the f es ti val has 
grown dramatically, becoming ever 
more popular. In this 10th anniversary 
season, it will attract an audience of 
nearly 25,000. Seventeen thousand 
fans are expected to attend the Stern 
Grove outdoor concert alone. 

The festival's success is due largely 
to the assistance of another terrific 
performing arts organization: City 
Celebration, Inc. Also celebrating its 
10th anniversary, City Celebration is a 
leading nonprofit presenter of music 
and dance. Contracted by the city of 
San Francisco in 1982 to produce the 
f es ti val, City Celebration, along with 
Grants for the Arts of the San Fran
cisco Hotel Tax Fund, created a na
tional model of public/private cospon
sorship. 

In honor of this unique cooperative 
venture, City Celebration produced 
" And We Still Dance," a documentary 
film on the San Francisco Ethnic 
Dance Festival. The film offers a 
behind-the-scenes look into the pro
duction process of the festival, high
lighting the hard work and determina
tion of individual dancers committed 
to maintaining the cultural integrity 
of their respective heritages. "And We 
Still Dance," I'm delighted to add, is 
the winner of the CINE Golden Eagle 
Award and will be shown at interna
tional film festivals worldwide. 

The San Francisco Ethnic Dance 
Festival represents the best the bay 
area has to off er in artistic expression 
and cultural diversity. Mr. President, 
nothing pleases me more than to con
gratulate everyone concerned for a 
decade of exceptionally fine work. 
Here is to a superb 10th anniversary 
season and to a bright future of con
tinued success. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this is the 

period that has been set aside for 
morning business. If Senators have 
morning business, introduction of bills 
or resolutions, they should let the 
floor staffs know so that once we get 
on the bill, we ought not be interrupt
ed then by morning business speeches. 
This happens from time to time. The 
period for morning business goes by 
and Senators come in, and the Senate 
gets to the unfinished business or to 
the major business, the pending busi
ness, and they want to make morning 
business speeches. 

The order has been entered to 
permit Senators to speak up to 5 min
utes each during morning business. If 
the Cloakrooms do not hear of any 
morning business requests, I will 

recess until 10 o'clock when the 
Senate goes on the bill. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECESS UNTIL 10:01 A.M. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 9:51 a.m., recessed until 
10:01 a.m.; whereupon, the Senate re
assembled when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. DIXON]. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Morning business is closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will now resume con
sideration of S. 2355, which the clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 2355) to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1989 for military activi
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
proceedings under the quorum call be 
suspended. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2015 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana <Mr. JOHN
STON), for himself, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LEVIN, 
and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2015. 



10412 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1988 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 26 at the end of line 3 delete the 

period and insert in lieu thereof ", and" and 
add the following new paragraph: 

"(6) $700 million shall be available only to 
reimburse NASA as DoD's share of the cost 
to support production including ancillary 
network communications and data systems 
necessary to return the Space Transporta
tion System to flight status and sustain 
near-term launch rates." 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
hope my friends on the Armed Serv
ices Committee will give me very care
ful attention. I say that not because 
they would not ordinarily give careful 
attention, but because this is a new 
and important initiative which was not 
brought up, and I apologize for that, 
before the Armed Services Committee, 
because we were trying to solve this 
problem in another arena, mainly on 
the Appropriations Committee, but I 
hope and I think it will have a strong 
appeal particularly to my dear friend 
who is the manager of the bill at this 
point, Senator ExoN, from Nebraska. 

Mr. President, what the amendment 
does is to provide that $700 million 
presently available for the SDI pro
gram shall be available only to reim
burse NASA as DOD's share of the 
cost to support production including 
ancillary network communications and 
flight data systems to return the space 
transportation system to flight status 
and sustain near-term launch rates. 

What that means in plain language, 
Mr. President, is that we take $700 
million from SDI and dedicate it to 
NASA for the shuttle and in effect to 
make possible the space station. 

Now, the first question is, Mr. Presi
dent, is it necessary to do this? 

Mr. President, for the last few weeks 
in the Appropriations Committee we 
have been dealing with this terrible 
number crunch brought on by the eco
nomic summit of last year. My col
leagues will recall that in the econom
ic summit of last year we provided for 
ceilings in national defense which es
sentially provided for a 3-percent 
growth. We provided that with respect 
to discretionary non defense, which are 
most of the other functions of Govern
ment, there was a target of a 2-per
cent-nominal increase. Because of 
spendout rates and rescoring, that has 
been increased to about a 3-percent
nominal rate under the economic 
summit. However, on the discretionary 
nondefense, we have less than infla
tion. To put it another way, there are 
$4.8 billion of new dollars in discre
tionary nondefense to cover about $17 
billion-plus of new initiatives by the 
President and others. 

Now, the new initiatives by the 
President and others are very high pri-

ority. They are drug interdiction, air
port safety, waste water treatment, 
the space station, the super collider, 
new initiatives on AIDS reseuch, new 
initiatives by the National Science 
Foundation. There are a plethora of 
new initiatives which simply cannot be 
provided for with available money. 

One of those with which we are 
having great difficulty-some would 
say an impossibility of providing 
money for, although I am dedicated to 
trying to do it-is the space station. 

In effect, this $700 million would 
give us the money for NASA. This 
does not specify that it goes for the 
space station. But it would free up 
other money in the NASA budget to 
build a space station. So the question 
which this amendment poses is, what 
is the higher priority in our spending, 
to build a space station or to have a 
$700 million increase in SDI? 

The committee's budget provides a 
$700 million increase-I think it is 
$67 .5 million, but I will round it to 
$700 million-to have that $700 mil
lion spent within the four corners of 
space-based kinetic kill vehicles and 
other things, or whether we should 
spend that on another Department of 
Defense initiative, which is NASA and 
space. 

Mr. President, the first question is, 
Is a space station a high priority? I 
think this body has answered that 
question time and time again. 

Last year we had an extensive 
debate here on the question of the 
space station. That debate, as I recall, 
lasted about 5 hours, and I was trying 
to recall what the count was. It seems 
to me it was in the neighborhood of 4 
or 5 to 1. Senators said, yes, let us 
build a space station. 

I will not try to repeat all of those 
arguments, Mr. President, because the 
arguments were made and as indicated 
by that debate are well known by the 
Senators. I would invite my colleagues' 
attention to the May 18 issue of U.S. 
News & World Report entitled "Sovi
ets In Space." That is the lead article. 
It goes on to point out what we all 
know to be a fact; that is, that the So
viets are making huge advances in 
space, more launches, they have a 
space station. As the article says: 

By launching frequently and reliably the 
Soviet Union has shown it can generate and 
support a broad range of space programs 
from highly publicized manned flights to 
secret spy satellites. 

So, Mr. President, I will not dwell on 
that question of what is the priority of 
the space station. That question has 
been answered by the Senate. It is 
being answered every day by Soviet 
strides, Soviet excellence in space, 
Soviet ability to not only launch but 
to maintain a space station which 
orbits as we speak in the heavens. 

Question No. 2, Mr. President: Is this 
a legitimate expense of the Depart
ment of Defense? I think this is an es-

sential question. First, because under 
the summit agreement, we set limits 
on defense spending and discretionary 
nondef ense; second, because, from the 
standpoint of the Budget Act if it is 
not a legitimate defense expenditure, 
it would be a transfer and perhaps 
subject to a point of order; third, we 
simply, at least from my standpoint, 
do not want to turn a defense expendi
ture into a domestic expenditure if it 
is not legitimate. 

So I think we ought to face up to 
that question of: Is this a legitimate 
defense expenditure? 

First, from the standpoint of scor
ing, I am advised that this scores as a 
defense expenditure. It does not con
stitute a transfer from defense to non
defense. That is from the technical 
standpoint because the technical 
standpoint is quite important. Second, 
from the standpoint of is it a legiti
mate defense expenditure, I think the 
facts support that overwhelmingly. In 
1986, for example, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee supported the 
payment for the fourth orbiter. 

The report accompanying that de
fense appropriation bill for fiscal 1987 
states on page 344 as follows: 

The Department of Defense testified * * * 
the severe impact the shuttle loss has on de
fense payloads and strongly supported the 
procurement of a replacement orbiter for 
national security requirements. The Depart
ment noted that, for national security mis
sions, loss of the Challenger meant that 
only two of the three remaining orbiters 
were fully capable since the third NASA or
biter is not configured to provide the capac
ity for heavier defense loads. 

And they conclude, continuing the 
quote: 

The committee's recommendation Lo fund 
the replacement orbiter in this bill recog
nizes critical dependence on the space shut
tle system to meet national security mission 
demands and balance launch system re
quirements. 

I could not say it any better, or the 
committee could not be any more cor
rect. National defense requirements 
depend upon the shuttle which we 
fund in this amendment. 

Why $700 million, and why do we 
transfer that figure? Mr. President, 
that figure is derived from what we 
see or what has been stated as the De
partment of Defense percentage of the 
shuttle cost. It has been noted that 
there will be 52 flights for the shuttle 
through 1993. Of those 52 flights, 13 
are dedicated to the Department of 
Defense, and two are partial DOD 
flights, or 29 percent are dedicated to 
the DOD. In fiscal year 1989, the DOD 
use of the shuttle is even more inten
sive than that 29 percent. 

Of the seven shuttle flights, three 
are DOD dedicated and one is partially 
DOD dedicated. However, we have 
used the lower figure, that is, the 29-
percent figure. Twenty-nine percent of 
what? In the budget of NASA present-
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ly pending, there is an increase for 
space shuttle production and oper
ation capability of $1.4 billion, space 
and ground networks increase of 
$1.035 billion, for a total of $2.43 bil
lion new initiatives in the NASA 
budget this year. So if you take 29 per
cent of that $2.43 billion, it comes out 
to be $700 million, which is the 
amount transferred by this bill. 

So to repeat, this is a legitimate 
DOD expenditure. It has been so 
stated by no lesser authority than the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. 
The amount and the percentage are 
precisely and exactly consistent with 
the DOD needs. 

Question No. 2, I believe, is answered 
and overwhelmingly so. It is a legiti
mate DOD expense, so stated by the 
committee, so scored by the Parlia
mentarian, by the Budget Committee, 
and by the Committee on the Budget. 

The third question: What is the 
higher priority between the SDI in
creases and the space station? That is 
to say, you have a $700 million in
crease in the SDI budget, and the 29 
percent DOD share of the NASA 
budget increase would also be $700 
million. 

What is the higher priority? Can 
you do them both? 

First of all, Mr. President, it would 
be very difficult to do them both. The 
NASA budget is contained in the HUD 
and independent agencies budget, and 
that is not only one of the most popu
lar budgets in terms of additional 
spending initiatives, but also, it is, by 
most any standard, one of the most 
needed budgets in terms of increases. 

If you look at the major program in
creases in just the President's budget 
in NASA, you have the $2.6 billion in
crease in NASA which I just alluded 
to. You have the EPA Superfund in
crease- that is the hazardous waste in
crease-of $472 million. National Sci
ence Foundation is $333 million. What 
is a higher priority today than Nation
al Science Foundation, to try to get 
this country back into the competition 
for high technology and for excellence 
in science? What can be a higher pri
ority than that? 

Veterans medical care: $230 million. 
Not only is that greatly needed, but 
also, it is very popular in the Senate. 

So, when you try to balance those 
new initiatives by the President 
against a $2.6 billion increase in 
NASA, it is going to be very difficult 
to stretch those dollars. The President 
did it. How did he do it in HUD and in
dependent agencies? By cutting assist
ed housing $850 million; by cutting 
waste treatment construction grants 
by $804 million; by cutting community 
development programs by $616 mil
lion; by cutting elderly housing by 
$200 million; by cutting homeless pro
grams by $119 million. 

Mr. President, we could debate those 
programs for weeks, as to which have 

the higher priorities and which do not 
have the higher priorities. 

We have debated homeless for days. 
Do you know how the Senate comes 
out for homeless? We are for the 
homeless. We are not for cutting it. It 
is almost silly to suggest that not only 
the Senate but also Congress would 
cut $119 million from the Homeless 
Program or is going to cut the Waste 
Water Treatment Program by $472 
million, or assisted housing by $850 
million, or elderly housing by $200 mil
lion, in order to fund the space sta
tion. I think we could agree and stipu
late to that. That is true. It is not ar
guable. 

That is what we came up against in 
the Appropriations Committee. As I 
say, we have in the broad category of 
discretionary nondef ense $4.8 billion 
to cover over $17 billion of these new 
initiatives, and one of the new initia
tives is the space station. Another of 
the new initiatives is a new orbiter. 
Another is a whole range of new re
quirements in the NASA budget. 

If I may point out some of these 
things in the NASA budget, in addi
tion to the space station itself-and it 
appears that the minimum amount for 
the space station this year, I am ad
vised by Dr. Fletcher, is about $800 
million. But, in addition to that, there 
is a requirement of $313 million for 
shuttle recovery efforts, $400 million 
for shuttle operations, $168 million for 
expendable launch vehicles, $151 mil
lion for space and ground communica
tions and data networks. The list goes 
on. 

So, the picture I am trying to paint
and I hope I am not overwhelming my 
colleagues with numbers-but, if I can 
lay it out as simply as I can, it is going 
to be very difficult to find money for 
the space station or even to keep the 
rest of the NASA program going 
unless we can justify money out of 
this DOD budget. 

<Mr. BREAUX assumed the chair.) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator at some point entertain a 
question on the budget aspects of this? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. The Senator is fully 

aware that in the latter part of last 
year, December, there was a deadlock 
between the legislative branch and the 
executive branch over budget figures. 
We came to the famous budget 
summit, and figures were allocated. 
Defense was given $299.5 million. In 
our report to the Senate, we stated 
that the summit between the Presi
dent and Congress last November re
sulted in an agreement that national 
defense spending for fiscal year 1989 
would be $299.5 million, and the com
mittee meets the budget authority. 

In other words, our committee oper
ated, as my distinguished colleague 
from Nebraska, I am sure, will con
firm, within the confines of that 

budget summit. This is going to break 
that apart. 

I ask my good friend: What incentive 
is there for the President and Con
gress to try again and have a summit 
and make these tough decisions on 
budget allocations if we are going to 
take large sums such as this away 
from that agreement? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank my col
league for his question. I think per
haps he did not hear the early part of 
my--

Mr. WARNER. I have listened to ev
erything, Mr. President. I may have 
missed the early part of it, and maybe 
it ought to be reviewed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Sena
tor for his question, and that is the 
central question, and that is what I 
started my speech with. 

I was a member of that budget 
summit. 

Mr. WARNER. That is my recollec
tion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. And I strongly 
supported it. 

What I am doing is taking 29 percent 
of the space shuttle expenditures, 
which happens to be the exact per
centage that is a DOD require
ment--

Mr. WARNER. For what fiscal year? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Through fiscal 

year 1993. In other words, there are 52 
launches to be done between now and 
1993, and 13 are dedicated to DOD and 
2 are partially DOD flights, or 29 per
cent. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
going to try to refine those facts, be
cause my indication, preliminarily, is 
that because of the lack of availability, 
DOD is virtually off the shuttle in 
1992. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Except for SDI. 
Mr. WARNER. I want to go back to 

the principle. What is the incentive 
for us ever to sit down and have an
other summit if we are going to sit 
here and take it apart? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Because we are 
not taking this out of defense. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. In fiscal year 

1987-I ask my colleague to listen to 
this-the committee said this: 

The committee recommendation to fund 
the replacement orbiter in this bill recog
nizes the critical dependence on the space 
shuttle system to meet national security 
mission demands and balance launch system 
requirements. 

Will the Senator tell me what was 
meant by that? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
to my distinguished colleague from 
Nebraska, who is a member of the 
Budget Committee, to join in this 
debate, because I think he takes the 
same position I do. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 



10414 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 11, 1988 
JOHNSTON. Yes. But, first, all one 

Senator or the other tell me what 
their committee meant in its report 
when it said: 

The committee's recommendation to fund 
the replacement orbiter in this bill recog
nizes the critical dependence on the space 
shuttle system to meet national security 
mission demands and balance launch system 
requirements. 

Mr. WARNER. What is the Senator 
reading from? 

Mr. EXON. What is he reading 
from? I think he is mistaken. I think 
that is not our bill. That is, I think, 
the Appropriations Committee bill. 

Mr. WARNER. It is not our bill. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. It is the Depart

ment of Defense appropriation bill. 
Mr. WARNER. It is not our bill. 
Mr. EXON. The Senator was allud

ing to the fact time and time again. It 
is not what we said in the Armed Serv
ices Committee, I assure my friend 
and colleague from Louisiana. That is 
not the case. 

What he is doing is taking material 
from the committee on which he 
serves and using it as an argument 
that it is a position of the Armed Serv
ices Committee which is definitely not 
the case. I think we should get that 
straight. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I apologize to my 
colleagues. Frankly, in reading it 
quickly, it is clearly the Appropria
tions Committee bill. 

Mr. WARNER. I think the Senator 
is now referring to a document which 
is not our bill. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Do the floor man
agers think that that conclusion is nor 
correct? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
not had the opportunity to examine 
the conclusion in some detail. I am not 
prepared to give an answer to that. 

My point in standing up and inter
rupting my distinguished friend from 
Louisiana is simply to say what signifi
cance does he attach to these summit 
agreements and what is the incentive 
in the future for ever trying to reach 
another? Why should the Secretary of 
Defense in the future try to take the 
dramatic cuts he accepted if he felt 
that in subsequent debate in the 
Senate and elsewhere the Congress 
these large cuts would come. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The first conclu
sion is that 29 percent is the precise 
amount of payloads which are DOD 
dedicated. Now, if these are not DOD 
dedicated, if there is no connection, if 
the appropriations bill and the Appro
priations Committee was incorrect in 
saying that there is this vital connecti
vity between the shuttle and the De
partment of Defense then, of course, 
the Senator is correct. 

If we were sending this out to buy 
lollipops or pay for food stamps, yes, 
sure. But this is to pay the Depart
ment of Defense's share of shuttle op-

erations, exactly, not a dollar more, 
exactly $700 million. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
eventually get this information. My 
understanding is that DOD has al
ready prepared those bills in the 
future. 

Mr. EXON. To correct the record, 
we have paid for 9 of the 15 in advance 
that NASA already owes us, and that 
is one of the arguments I intend to 
make. 

Mr. WARNER. That goes to the 29 
percent that the Senator keeps rais
ing. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am advised those 
are user fees that DOD is not paying 
any of the recovery costs and that is 
what we are talking about in this ques
tion. But you know the rationale of 
the 29 percent-I mean, I think we 
have to recognize that the Depart
ment of Defense has some payloads, 
do we not? Is there not an interest in 
the Department of Defense in the 
shuttle program? Is that not absolute
ly true? If it is not true, let us decide 
that. But it seems to me that that is 
very clear. It may not have been the 
Senate Armed Services Committee but 
it was the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee when Senator STEVENS 
was the chairman of that, which said 
that there was a very clear connection 
and they were going to pay for the 
fourth orbiter on that account. 

I do not understand what the argu
ment about it is. Is the Senator hon
estly saying that there is not a mili
tary DOD interest in the shuttle? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I was trying to give 
the Senator an opportunity to present 
his case and then I had the rebuttal 
prepared to answer his question. The 
Armed Services Committee has held 
extensive hearings on this matter. We 
are not prepared in the Armed Serv
ices Committee to put all of our eggs 
in one basket which is essentially 
being suggested here by the Senator 
from Louisiana with regard to more 
and more money on the shuttle. 

The facts of the matter are that the 
Department of Defense has already 
paid for the equivalent of 9 of the 15 
shuttle operations that we felt we 
needed for national defense, and we 
have not gotten any of them. We have 
already paid in advance. 

To clarify this situation, I would like 
to read from the Armed Services Com
mittee report in this regard after sev
eral lengthy hearings on the matter, 
and the report says on page 36: 

The Committee supported last year and 
continues to support the development of re
dundant space launch capability so that the 
United States will never again * * * 
never again, Mr. President-
be dependent for space access on a single ve
hicle type. 

I think we have learned our lesson. 

The space launch recovery efforts will 
result in a number of expendable launch ve
hicles ensuring * * * 
ensuring-
that the failure of a single booster type will 
not ground all the satellite programs. 

More editorial comment. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Is the Senator an

swering the question? I want to be 
sure I retain my right to the floor. 

Mr. EXON. I will yield back to my 
friend. He asked a question and I was 
trying to answer. I will yield back and 
save the remainder of my rebuttal 
until after he finishes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I did want to have 
the give and take because I would 
rather not go into this as a confronta
tion but as reasonable men thinking 
together. It seems to me it is so clear 
that there is a defense DOD Armed 
Services Committee interest in the 
shuttle and in the space station. 

You can argue about whether it has 
been paid for and our mathematics ex
cludes the user fees that have already 
been paid by the Department of De
fense. Those have been excluded in 
our 29 percent calculation. 

Mr. EXON. But why? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Because you have 

already paid for it. This is the part. 
Mr. EXON. We have not gotten serv

ices rendered that we paid for. That is 
the point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana has the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. This is to fix the 
problems with the shuttle because of 
Challenger. That is where the addi
tional $700 million comes from. 

But, look, if the Department of De
fense is going to take the attitude that 
anytime you pay for something and 
something breaks and you have to pay 
additional that you are not going to 
pay the additional because you al
ready paid for it, then there are a 
whole host of weapons programs, in
cluding the B- 1 and a lot of others 
that you never fix when they are 
broken. 

These are what you might call fixing 
costs; $700 million is the 29-percent 
share of DOD plus after 1992, as your 
report says, quoting from page 37, and 
this is the defense authorization 
report: 

The current shuttle manifest to DOD 
shows only strategic defense initiative and 
research and development-related flights 
with the unique manned requirements after 
1992. 

So after 1992, there are SDI needs. 
So, Mr. President, we have tried to 

do the mathematics correctly to re
flect the DOD percentage of the cost 
in the shuttle, and I think the mathe
matics are correct and I think logic is 
correct. 

The next question is what is the 
higher priority between the SDI in
creases and the space station. That I 
think is sort of the ultimate question 
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here. There are scarce dollars to go 
around. You cannot do everything, as 
I pointed out. It is very arguable that 
when you get to competition and in 
the HUD and Independent Agencies 
Subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee there is not going to be 
enough money to do the space station 
without this, and I went through the 
list, assist housing, waste treatment 
grants, community development block 
grants, elderly housing, the homeless 
program, EPA, Superfund, National 
Science Foundation, veterans medical 
care. 

Mr. President, if you do not get some 
extra money, I will not say you can 
kiss the space staton goodbye, because 
I and Senator CHILES and others are 
trying to build it, but I can tell you 
that when you get in those subcom
mittees-Senator PROXMIRE is chair
man of that subcommittee. Ask him 
whether he thinks there is going to be 
enough money to stretch around to 
build the space station or ask Chair
man EDDIE BOLAND in the House. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield 
for just a suggestion? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. I know he is cramped for 

time today. He has an amendment. 
But since the question the Senator 
just posed was one that the Senator 
from Wisconsin just told me that he 
evidently did not agree with the Sena
tor on, would the Senator like to have 
him respond to the question the Sena
tor just asked at this time and, if so, 
would the Senator yield to the Sena
tor from Wisconsin for that purpose? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I would ask 
the Senator from Wisconsin, retaining 
my right to the floor, of course, that 
whether in his judgment, without this 
amendment-we will discuss this 
amendment later-but without this 
amendment, whether in his view there 
is going to be enough money to build 
the space station. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
may I say to my good friend that 
nobody has worked harder and more 
effectively and more wisely on SDI 
than the Senator from Louisiana. He 
knows more about it and spends more 
time on it than any of the rest of us. 

However, Mr. President, I, unfortu
nately, have to disagree with him, be
cause what I would like to do is to save 
$700 million. What this does is simply 
transfer it from one purpose to an
other. 

I think the most important element 
of our defense is our economy. We 
have to have a strong economy. We 
have been running deficit after deficit. 
I would like to save the $700 million. 

Let me say that what the Senator's 
amendment does is reduce the SDI by 
$700 million. I would save that $700 
million, much as we would like to have 
it in our subcommittee of which I am 
the chairman, the HUD and Independ
ent Agencies Subcommittee; we could 

use it for a lot of purposes. I can tell 
you that the space station is not one 
of the ones I would certainly put it 
into. The space station is going to cost 
$30 billion before we are through-$30 
billion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What is the SDI 
going to cost? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. A trillion dollars. 
So that is exactly why I think we 

should save in both these areas. I tried 
very hard to see if I could work out a 
division on this and call for a separate 
vote on the two parts; in other words, 
cutting it from the SDI on one hand 
and adding it to the space station on 
the other. I found I could not do that. 
The Senator from Louisiana, as usual, 
is much too clever for me. He is way 
ahead of me. 

But what I can do is off er an amend
ment in the second degree, which I 
have here and which I intend to offer, 
which would simply provide that $700 
million shall not be expended as an 
amendment and strike the section that 
would transfer it to the space station. 
It seems to me this will give us an op
portunity to vote on whether we want 
to save $700 million or not and have 
an increase in spending for SDI, but a 
modest increase of about 6 percent. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, I think that 
the Senator's answer to the question 
which I posed to him-which was: Is 
there enough money in the budget 
without this to maintain the space sta
tion this year? I think that answer is 
no; is that correct? Probably not, shall 
we say? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think, undoubt
edly, you would have to slow down 
that particular operation. But, frank
ly, I think that the manned space sta
tion of the kind we have in Texas 
offers a far wiser way to proceed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I think, without 
question as to what we ought to do, 
just on the narrow question of in 
today's budget, keep in mind we have 
not done our 302(b) allocation. Does 
the Senator think there would be 
money to maintain the space station 
together this year in that budget? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Well, I would 
agree with the Senator that it is going 
to be very difficult, very difficult all 
the way around. But I think that is 
the problem for all the subcommittees 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Exactly. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 

Arkansas is a chairman of a subcom
mittee. The Senator from Louisiana is 
a chairman of a subcommittee. We 
have to be very careful in all these 
areas and hold down spending. That is 
our job. It is one of the toughest prob
lems the Senate, I am sure, in all its 
history has ever had to face. We are 
going to have to do that in my sub
committee. It will not be enough. We 
will have to limit the funds. That is 
absolutely right. 

It is true in the armed services ap
propriation. When that comes before 
the Appropriations Committee, we are 
going to have to limit that. It is going 
to be tough, cruel, and mean, but we 
are going to have to do that. That is 
why I would save $700 million this 
year and say let SDI go ahead at a rea
sonable pace but not a 20-percent in
crease, but a 6-percent increase, which 
is what the Senator from Louisiana is 
asking us to do. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
urge my colleague from Wisconsin not 
to urge that second-degree amend
ment on the Senate at this time. First, 
because I would like to get a vote on 
this, of course; but, second, because I 
think an amendment which simply cut 
down SDI would, in fact, violate the 
summit agreement, because what the 
summit agreement provided was both 
a floor and a ceiling of $299.5 billion in 
budget authority. The Armed Services 
Committee treated that mandate of 
the summit as binding on the authori
zation committee, so that they have 
authorized only the $299.5 billion. 

So to simply cut down in one catego
ry would be to reduce the $299.5 bil
lion and violate the summit. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to my 
good friend, I admire and respect the 
members of the Armed Services Com
mittee. They have done a fine job. 
They are among the ablest people in 
this body. But I do not think they can 
make a commitment for the rest of us. 
I did not make any commitment of 
$299.5 billion. I think we can cut that 
by $700 million without betraying our 
trust. Nobody told me to stand up and 
say I would go ahead with it. And that 
is true of the overwhelming majority 
of Members of this body. I think we 
have that right. 

I have checked with the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, Sena
tor NUNN. He said we have a right to 
cut this budget below what the Armed 
Services Committee comes in for. I 
think we should do that. 

The notion that we should come to 
the floor and say we are bound to pro
vide every dollar that they request 
does not seem to me to be reasonable. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, there is, of 
course, a constitutional right of this 
body to not adhere to the summit 
agreement. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. We were never 
part of it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, we did vote 
these numbers at $299.5 billion, and I 
believe it is $294 billion in budget obli
gations, as part of our budget resolu
tion which has, in fact, passed here. 
But I would say that there are many 
Senators here, the Senator from Wis
consin may not be among them, who 
think we have a commitment to that, 
to the summit agreement. I certainly 
feel that way. 
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There would be other amendments 

of other Senators which would spend 
the SDI money on other more impor
tant, in their view, defenses. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would amend 
those, too. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Excuse me? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I will amend every 

one of those if I get a chance to do it. I 
want to save the money, but I do not 
think we should transfer it anywhere 
else. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator, of 
course, may put in a second-degree 
amendment-obviously, the rules 
permit that-but I wish he would let 
us vote on this first, because I think it 
is a very clear choice between two pri
orities. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to my 
good friend, I have no illusions about 
winning on my amendment. I just 
think the Senate ought to have a 
chance to vote on whether or not we 
should save $700 million or not. I will 
be gratified if I get a few votes. I am 
certainly not going to get a majority 
of votes, but I think the Senate ought 
to stand up and be counted on a $700 
million decision here. I am going to 
ask the Senate to make that decision. 
I do not think it will hurt the Senator, 
and then he can press on with his 
amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
am also reminded that the numbers 
from the summit were also enacted 
into law as part of the budget reconcil
iation at the latter part of the last cal
endar year. 

Mr. President, to finish my state
ment in chief, the question is: What is 
the highest priority, the increase in 
the NASA budget or the increase in 
the SDI budget? The increase in the 
NASA budget, as previously stated, 29 
percent of that or $700 million, is to 
cover DOD launches. So that is the 
DOD part of the NASA increase. The 
$700 million or, to be precise, $675 mil
lion represents the increase in SDI. 
Which is the higher priority? 

Mr. President, each year we debate 
the SDI budget. There are various jus
tifications for the increases in SDI. 
Usually that argument goes something 
like this: well, the House is going to 
cut more, so, therefore, we have got to 
be higher so that we can meet them 
half way. But we never came to grips 
with the question of what it is we are 
trying to do with SDI: What are the 
goals we are trying to achieve? What 
kind of spending does it take to reach 
a certain goal? Does it make any sense 
to be going in certain directions? 

We mask all of those arguments and 
talk more in terms of what does it take 
to make a compromise about some as 
yet undefined goal. 

Well, Mr. President, I think we have 
seen enough of SDI now to be able to 
ascertain and assess that program 
with some real knowledge. First, we 
know, Mr. President, that when the so-

called star wars program was launched 
full blown from the ashes of the 
BAMBI program back in the Presi
dent's March 1983 speech, we know 
that that was hatched, more or less, in 
the President's mind. It did not come 
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

In fact, it was not cleared with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. It was not 
cleared with the science adviser. As a 
matter of fact, the science adviser did 
not know of that at the time. On the 
very day that the President was 
making his SDI speech, the Depart
ment of Defense was testifying on the 
Hill, saying that we did not need an in
creased program. 

The Air Force general in charge of 
direct energy technology research told 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
that the purpose of strategic defense, 
and offense as well, is to maintain nu
clear deterrence. Exotic laser or parti
cle beam technology could def eat a 
limited nuclear strike. 

So that on the very day that the 
President came out with this program, 
the Department of Defense, the Air 
Force, was going in opposite direc
tions. And we know it came from the 
President. 

The President has told us, time and 
time again, it came from him. Revela
tions, lately, give us a new insight on 
why they call it star wars. 

But, in any event, it came from the 
President. Now, what do all the ex
perts say about star wars? Well, we 
know what the American Physical So
ciety has said, Mr. President. There 
are 19 out of 20, or a higher percent
age, I think, than that, of the Ameri
can Physical Society people who say 
that we are going in the wrong direc
tion on star wars and specifically that 
the space-based kinetic kill vehicle will 
not work. 

More to the point, the Department 
of Defense itself created a distin
guished review board. On that review 
board are serving Bill Perry and Dr. 
Everett and a whole panel of distin
guished people. Their report just came 
in last week, Mr. President. I am ad
vised that this is a preliminary report, 
which I have, dated April 13, 1987. 

But what that report states, Mr. 
President, is that to go to a phase 1 de
ployment of kinetic kill vehicles, the 
phase 1 is where you put up a com
plete system of orbiting rocket pods or 
space-based kinetic kill vehicles; a 
BSTS, boosted satellite tracking 
system; ERIS interceptors, which are 
the ground-based interceptors-and 
the battle management system. That 
system which would cost, according to 
the contractors, about $150 billion 
and, according to SDIO, would take 
$45.5 billion of additional research 
money before you reached the deci
sion as to whether to develop. And 
those are their figures. They say that 
the deployment of that system is very 
risky. 

What they say is that you ought to 
go into a six-step program. The first 
step would be to have accidental 
launch protection. Well, now, Mr. 
President, it might be nice to have ac
cidental launch protection. Yesterday 
I asked the Secretary of Defense 
about that. He said well, you know, if 
Libya, for example, got intercontinen
tal ballistic missiles, this would protect 
against Libya. Well, Mr. President, 
that really is an implausible threat 
and certainly one that we do not need 
to spend billions and billions of dollars 
to def end against. If Libya has the 
atomic bomb, and we hope and pray 
that they do not, or North Korea or a 
host of other-well, maybe not a host, 
a number of other irresponsible coun
tries, then there are cheaper and 
better and more effective ways of det
onating those weapons here, as terror
ist weapons, than by an ICBM. If they 
use an ICBM, we know where that 
weapon came from and we can target 
that spot and blow them off the face 
of the Earth. 

But terrorists do not work like that. 
They would bring them in in suitcases 
or, indeed, a briefcase. Thermonuclear 
weapons today are small enough to 
put in a briefcase. Not even a suitcase. 
And, if you know what the pouch that 
comes in, the diplomatic pouches from 
around the world, our pouches are not 
really pouches like a little leather 
pouch. They are like multiple railroad 
cars full of things. 

So, if somebody wants to shoot an 
atomic weapon at the United States, 
they are not going to launch it, inten
tionally or accidentally, at the United 
States. They are going to bring it in in 
a suitcase or in a briefcase. 

Mr. NUNN. Would the Senator yield 
just for an observation and question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Certainly. 
Mr. NUNN. I tlrink it is important 

we get our terms in the same vein 
here. The accidental launch system, 
which I started talking about earlier, 
is not designed to protect against a ter
rorist attack by unconventional 
means. I do not think anyone even 
predicted that. In fact the very word 
accidental would denote something 
other than a deliberate act. 

The system that was being talked 
about-and I have not said that we 
should deploy such a system, I do not 
think we have enough evidence yet, we 
do not know what it is going to cost, 
we do not know the feasibility, we do 
not know the coverage-but what I 
have said is we should explore that. 
We should devote some of this re
search money to that more limited 
purpose, which I think is also a more 
feasible purpose. But an accidental 
launch would be a superpower acci
dent. The Soviet Union having a 
launch of a ballistic missile from a 
submarine or land-based or some other 
country having that. 
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The other word that we had used 

would be "unauthorized launch." An 
unauthorized launch would not be an 
accident, but would be commander, 
being in charge, taking it on himself to 
cause a nuclear attack on the United 
States, limited though it might be, 
from his command. But it could be a 
very substantial attack if it was from a 
submarine. 

So, those are the terms we are using. 
And this question of the threat by ter
rorism against the United States, I 
think, has a different dimension to it. 
I would agree with the Senator from 
Louisiana that that kind of threat is 
more likely to come by nonconven
tional means rather than by ballistic 
missile. 

Although I must add that the devel
opments in the Middle East between 
Iran and Iraq, where they are fi ring 
missiles at each other's key cities and 
the new deployment, at least planned 
deployment, of missiles in Saudi 
Arabia that would have a medium
range capability, gives us the appre
hension that that is where the world is 
heading. 

So, down the road it may very well 
be there will be a threat against the 
United States from one of those 
sources, but I think we ought to keep 
the accidental launch terminology sep
arate from the " threat by terrorists." 
At some point, we may decide that 
both of those threats are worthy of 
our attention, but it would not be by 
the same defensive mechanism. And I 
would hope we would keep those dis
tinctions in mind. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank my friend 
for his explanation. The reason I men
tioned Libya is when I questioned the 
Secretary of Defense yesterday on the 
very subject of the six steps and the 
accidental launch, that was the exam
ple he brought up. I think when the 
Senator from Georgia first mentioned 
accidental launch, he did not have 
Libya in mind at all. But that was 
being discussed by the Secretary of 
Defense in the Defense Appropria
tions Committee hearing yesterday. 

Mr. NUNN. I would more nearly call 
that a third-country attack; a country 
not major superpower. But I would 
imagine if Libya started deploying mis
siles and we woke up one morning and 
found one heading toward the United 
States we would not consider that to 
be an accident. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator and I 
discussed this accidental launch pro
tection and, as he points out himself, 
he and his committee are not propos
ing that. It is in the "pre-preliminary 
thought stage," as it ought to be. 

The point I am making is that this 
defense science board panel recom
mends six steps. There is the acciden
tal launch system. The next step is to 
deploy the BSTS, or boost surveillance 
and tracking system; and then the 
third step is ERIS interceptors, the 

ground-based interceptors, the fourth 
step is more ground-based intercep
tors. 

It is only in the fifth step that you 
get the space-based interceptors and in 
the sixth step, the directed energy 
weapons. That is some time in the 
next century. 

But the point is, that we proceed 
with SDI, it was hatched without sci
entific examination, and it continues 
on, in spite of the evidence, without 
real direction. 

It seems to me that the evidence is 
irrefutable that SDI, that is, the 
space-based kinetic kill vehicles, the 
orbiting rocket pods previously reject
ed twice by this country in the BAMBI 
Program in the 1960's and the high 
frontier programs in the 1980's, clearly 
rejected before the President's March 
1983 speech, that that kind of technol
ogy can never pass the Nitze test of 
cost effective at the margin. 

What does cost effective in the 
margin in the Nitze test mean? By the 
way, the Nitze test says, in effect, that 
we should not deploy a system where 
it costs us more to build a rocket or to 
kill a rocket than it costs them to 
build a substitute for that rocket. 

Let us say the other side has 100 
rockets which you can shoot down for 
$100 million. You do not want to build 
that ballistic missile defense system if 
they can employ additional rockets at 
one-tenth that cost. 

That is about where we are in the 
evidence, Mr. President. We know, for 
example, that the figures are $45 bil
lion. SDI says it takes you $45 billion 
of additional research money before 
you can make the decision as to 
whether to develop the space kinetic 
kill vehicles, and the so-called phase 1. 

Then the cost, according to the con
tractors, of a phase 1 would be about 
$150 billion. What percentage of the 
Soviet rocket force will that shoot 
down? About 16 percent. That is in the 
public domain. You can figure that 
out. It takes you $150 billion, and we 
will add to that whatever the portion 
of the $45 billion R&D you want to in
clude, and figure what it costs you to 
shoot down 16 percent of about 10,000 
Soviet ICBM's. That is roughly 1,600 
Soviet ICBM's. For the total of $150 
billion cost, divide 1,600 warheads into 
$150 billion and then compare that 
with what it costs to build additional 
warheads. 

We know that according to the pub
lished figures we can build the D-5 
missile for about $28 million per mis
sile. If you add in silos and nuclear 
warheads for that, it would be about 
$50 million per missile, each with 
eight warheads. 

So the comparison is an additional 
missile for about $50 million complete 
with silo, the latest faster-burn tech
nology. Compare that to the cost of 
intercepting that with phase 1, and 
you can get a lack of cost effective in 

the margin of about 2 to 1. I think it 
exceeds 2 to 1 by a long way if you 
look at warheads. 

So, what we need to do with the SDI 
Program is to reassess it, reevaluate it, 
and not mindlessly continue to in
crease it every year. 

I am not talking about gutting the 
SDI Program. The SDI Program had a 
big increase last year. What we are 
talking about doing is maintaining the 
SDI Program where it is now while we 
reevaluate it, while we take the advice 
of the best scientists available in 
America, and while we put the money 
on higher priority items. 

So to repeat, what this amendment 
does is to set priorities. It is to com
pare the space program with the SDI 
Program and to decide where that 
$700 million should go. I believe it is 
much more important to build a space 
station than to mindlessly continue to 
put money down this space-based ki
netic kill vehicle rathole. 

The scientists tell us it is not going 
to work; it is never going to be cost ef
fective in the margin; time is going to 
overwhelm that system. 

What we ought to be doing on SDI is 
redirecting our efforts toward the 
energy beam weapons. That is where 
the promise of SDI can come for the 
future, that is where the research 
ought to be done, and we ought to quit 
wasting the money on the kinetic kill 
vehicles. 

That $700 million increase in SDI is 
just what it takes to build a space sta
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. PROXMIRE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

REID). The Senator from Wisconsin. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2017 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2015 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROX

MIRE] proposes an amendment numbered 
2017. 

In the amendment strike all after " 6)" and 
insert the following: " $700 million shall not 
be expended". 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment I think 
has been explained in the debate al
ready. What the amendment will do is 
simply save the $700 million the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana has 
argued should be saved in the SDI 
Program. It will cut the SDI Program 
from an increase of 20 percent to an 
increase of 6 percent. You still have an 
increase; you still have $3.8 billion ex
pended for SDI, but we would save 
$700 million. 

Seven hundred million dollars in a 
trillion dollar budget may not be very 
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much, but $700 million here and there 
adds up to real money. 

I think we ought to keep in mind 
that we do have a terrific deficit. As 
has been pointed out in the debate 
before, I am chairman of the subcom
mittee that would get this $700 million 
if the amendment is not changed as I 
suggest. Of course, we could use it. Of 
course, it would make it easier for us. 

The most important action the Con
gress can do, in the judgment of this 
Senator, is to do everything we can to 
hold down the deficit, and we should 
do that by cutting spending. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Sena

tor from Nebraska has been waiting 
patiently for 1 hour and 20 minutes 
after my friend from �L�o�u�i�s�i�~�n�a� had of
fered his amendment to give a r-e
sponse and the position of the Armed 
Services Committee on his amend
ment. 

I have no quarrel with the attitude 
that the Senator from Louisiana and, 
indeed, the Senator from Wisconsin 
have with regard to the SDI Program. 
I share many of the concerns they 
have since I have been intricately in
volved in this matter from the very be
ginning. 

I would simply say, let us try and 
keep all of this in context. It is true, in 
my mind, that one of the grave mis
takes made with the SDI Program was 
that from the day the President made 
the announcement, there has been 
more false information as to what this 
program could possibly bring about 
than any other defense program that I 
have ever had anything to do with. 

The President has certainly fanned 
much of that himself. I have been one 
of those who said we are way over
board on what can be done with this 
program. But I have always thought, 
in view of the Soviet threat-and what 
the Soviet Union is doing in this area 
today experimentationwise-we have 
an obligation to at least proceed to see 
what is here. 

One of the worst things that hap
pened, Mr. President, in this whole un
fortunate, or fortunate, discussion of 
SDI, depending upon one's point of 
view, was the series of television adver
tisings that went out a year and a half 
or 2 years ago which had a little girl 
with a crayon drawing an umbrella 
and then with the very clever audiovis
ual aids, while she was playing with 
this umbrella, the next thing you saw 
was crudely drawn bombs coming out 
of the air and glancing off of the um
brella in a harmless fashion. I thought 
that was a very simplistic way to try to 

describe the SCI Program, not unlike 
some of the statements that the Presi
dent of the United States himself has 
made about it. But I thought that was 
so simplistic that I hoped it would 
have had the desired effect on the 
American people in recognizing that 
any concept that we can have a per
fect shield is nonsense. It is hogwash. 
It is never going to fly. 

Having said that, I think there are 
some benefits of a research program in 
the strategic defense initiative area 
and I have supported that. I will move 
at an appropriate time-and I hope it 
will not be too long-to table the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Wisconsin, and after that I 
intend to move to table the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana. I simply am going to try as 
briefly as I can to put this in context, 
Mr. President, so that the Senate will 
really know what we are doing. 

Now, if you are against the SDI Pro
gram and think it should be abolished 
or cut drastically, as the Senator from 
Wisconsin is suggesting, then you 
should support that amendment, if 
you are basically against SDI in the 
amount the Armed Services Commit
tee feels would be proper funding. 
Likewise, regardless of how it is pre
sented to the Senate, the amendment 
of the Senator from Louisiana essen
tially does the same thing except the 
Senator from Louisiana is suggesting 
that we can use this money for de
fense better over here on the space 
shuttle. 

Now, I think that is not sound logic, 
and I want to emphasize once again, 
Mr. President, that the funding level 
of SDI, if anyone thinks we should 
have some research and development 
in that area-and I would suggest that 
the SDI exercise has done more to 
bring the Soviets to the bargaining 
table than probably anything that we 
have done-is worth continuing at 
about the level that we funded SDI 
last year. 

Now, a lot of figures are being 
thrown around, Mr. President. We 
should remember that last year we 
had a funding level for the SDI pro
gram of $3.9 billion. The President 
first requested a level of over $6 bil
lion. That was amended down to $4.8 
billion in the formal request that came 
over from the administration. We have 
reduced that further. The House of 
Representatives in its actions of last 
week reduced that program to $3.4 bil
lion, which essentially would have 
been more than one-half of a billion 
dollars below last year's figure. If we 
would accept the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Wisconsin or the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana, we would be down, 
even splitting the difference with the 
House of Representatives in confer
ence, to a figure some $300 million to 
$400 million less than last year. I 

think that is far below what would be 
proper and wise at this particular 
juncture. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
the violation of the summit agree
ment. I am somewhat like the Senator 
from Wisconsin in that I was not a 
part of that agreement, but the facts 
are we have been proceeding in the 
Budget Committee, in the Armed 
Services Committee, and hopefully in 
the Appropriations Committee to say 
that this was an agreement made by 
the President of the United States 
with the leadership of both the major
ity and minority in the House of Rep
resentatives and in the Senate, and it 
was necessary, of course, because of 
the severe budget constraints in which 
we found ourselves. Regardless of how 
it is postured, Mr. President, the Sena
tor from Wisconsin has clearly said he 
is not trying to disguise it. He feels he 
has this right, which he does and with 
which I agree. He asked me about it 
and I said it is entirely appropriate to 
off er an amendment. The Senator 
from Louisiana has disguised it some
what in that he is saying he is not cut
ting defense: he is cutting defense, but 
he is putting it over into a separate 
program that has a relationship to de
fense. 

Now, there has been a lot of talk 
this morning about how important the 
shuttle is to the national defense in
terests of the United States, and to a 
certain point that is true. That is why, 
Mr. President, over the years there 
has been planned there would be 15-
15, Mr. President-shuttle flights that 
would carry some military payload. 
Indeed, out of the Department of De
fense budget over the years we have 
funded some $4 billion, and so far we 
have got little or nothing from the in
vestment that the Department of De
fense made in the shuttle program. 

As a result of the tragic shuttle acci
dent, the payload of the shuttle has 
been cut down so that it can no longer 
provide launch into polar orbit from 
Vandenberg where we need satellites 
to carry on critical monitoring activi
ties. I would say now that if there is 
one serious concern which we should 
all have today, as has been evidenced 
by the debate which is going on now 
with regard to verification of the INF 
Treaty, if there is one place that we 
have a serious shortfall at the present 
time it is in the area of surveillance 
from the satellites that the shuttle 
was supposed to provide. 

What we have done, which I re
ferred to earlier in our give and take 
with the Senator from Louisiana, what 
the Armed Services Committee has 
done and what the Department of De
fense is doing and recommending is 
that we no longer rely on that single 
vehicle, basically, the shuttle. 

I would simply like to read from the 
report of our committee at page 37, 
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and I think probably this would help 
clarify for Members of the Senate why 
both of these amendments that are 
now before us would be bad from the 
national security interests of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I quote from page 37 
of the Armed Services Committee 
report: 

As a result of availability and perform
ance considerations, and the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration's <NASA> 
desire to work off the backlog of non-DOD 
payloads, the current shuttle manifest for 
DOD shows only Strategic Defense Initia
tive <SDI) and Research and Development 
related flights with unique manned require
ments after 1992. In view of the immense 
DOD investment in the shuttle the commit
tee believes that a very thorough review of 
the long term prospects for future DOD uti
lization of the shuttle is required before any 
actions are taken that would preclude use of 
the shuttle from either coast after 1995. A 
reporting requirement to this end is de
scribed below. In a related action, the com
mittee recommended a prohibition on the 
expenditure of any funds for the proposed 
new Titan IV pad at Vandenberg pending 
completion of the shuttle utilization study. 

Mr. President, I want to also have 
the U.S. Senate know that the Strate
gic Subcommittee of the Armed Serv
ices Committee went into this whole 
matter very, very thoroughly. We 
agreed that with the new constraints 
that are put on the shuttle-and I 
want to add that this is a Senator that 
has supported the shuttle program 
and all space programs in the future. 
But I am talking now about the na
tional security interests of the United 
States. I hope my voice will be heard 
that it is not in my view in the nation
al security interests of the United 
States to go ahead with what is being 
recommended here when we in the 
Armed Services Committee have gone 
into this very carefully and in great 
detail. 

I will probably have some more to 
say on this as we go on. But I know my 
friend and colleague from Virginia has 
been very much involved in all of 
these programs since their inception. 
If possible, I would like to yield to my 
friend from Virginia for any remarks 
that he might have. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator yield the floor? 
Mr. EXON. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I will try to be briefer 

than usual, considering the feelings 
that I have about this amendment. 
But I want to start off by saying as 
solemnly as I know how, that we are 
dealing here with a momentous issue. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to give 
this issue at least the same scrutiny 
they would give food stamps, Medic
aid, or the new welfare bill which is 
going to be coming before us 

The number of Senators on the floor 
right now would indicate that this 
issue is being treated rather capri
ciously and almost whimsically, and 
yet we are talking about the fate of 
the good planet Earth. We are talking 
about a budget deficit that is absolute
ly out of control. 

So I sincerely hope that the staffs at 
least who are present will communi
cate to their Senators however they 
may feel about this debate. My temp
tation always on an issue like this 
about which I feel very strongly is to 
make a jury argument. As a former 
trial lawyer I have a tendency to make 
a jury argument on everything. But I 
would say this: I would be delighted to 
go on national television and debate 
anybody from General Abrahamson to 
the President or anybody else on this 
proposition. 

Resolved, that most of the money we 
spend on SDI will weaken this Nation, 
not strengthen it. And leave that prop
osition after the debate in the hands 
of the American people. Can the argu
ment now be made that $23 billion on 
the 50 MX missiles, about 23 of which 
we bought still not operational, and 
the ones that are sitting in vulnerable 
silos where the Minuteman III former
ly resided, and does anybody in this 
body now think that was a wise ex
penditure of money? Some will say of 
course it was. I say it was an utter 
waste. I said it then and I say it now. I 
am proud that I voted against it. 

Can anyody here now say that the 
B-1 bomber which was proposed as a 
low-flying bomber to enter the Soviet 
Union, penetrate the Soviet Union at 
low altitude-and all of those argu
ments which I will not repeat-and 
will anybody here now make the argu
ment that the $30 billion we spent for 
that bomber, and we received the 99th 
and last one just last week, was well 
spent? That program is over, we have 
99 of them. Does anybody here now 
argue that program was a wise ex
penditure of $30 billion when the B-1 
will hardly fly let alone penetrate? 

The reason we have 99 instead of 100 
is because a blackbird shot down one 
of them. I have said if the Soviet 
Union really wants an air defense 
system against a 400-feet altitude 
flying B-1 bomber, just store up mil
lions of blackbirds and release them. 
You can take down almost every one 
of them. I see no reason why you 
could not. That is the way we lost one. 
Is that not right? 

But no, the arguments around here 
is always suspect. You can be accused 
of being weak on defense. How many 
times do you hear in the privacy of 
the cloakroom right there, "Nobody is 
going to get to the right of me on de
fense," and so we keep spending more 
money for things you and I both know 
are nonsensical, and never will be com
pleted. 

I will say to you right now I do not 
know whether I will be here for some
body to say you were crazy or not, but 
I will tell you this: SDI will never be 
deployed. I am just as certain of that 
as I am of my name, and when I finish 
with my arguments, I will tell you how 
I arrived at that conclusion. 

Let us just talk for a moment about 
the Paul Nitze argument. He said two 
very sensible things, and incidentally, 
everybody in this body as far as I 
know has an immense respect for this 
man, Paul Nitze, the President's top 
arms control adviser. He said SDI only 
makes sense if it is cost effective and 
survivable. What does he mean when 
he says cost effective? He says that 
simply means if we can deploy it and 
def eat Soviet missiles cheaper than 
they could overwhelm the system, 
that would be a good sign for SDI. We 
now know both through classified and 
unclassified information- this is in the 
public domain-that the Soviets can 
probably defeat the system on a mag
nitude of 5 to 10 to 1 cheaper than we 
can build it. If you tell me in the face 
of overwhelming evidence that the 
Soviet Union can spend $1 for every $5 
to $10 we spend and be just as well off, 
does this system makes any sense to 
you? You do not invest your money 
that way. Incidentally, I will tell you 
an interesting story about this budget 
deficit. 

There is an old gent in Arkansas, 
and he is a dyed-in-the-wool Democrat, 
but I remember in 1981-you just get 
native intelligence often from people 
who never went to the eighth grade
when President Reagan was going 
around the country and on national 
television saying, " We are going to cut 
your taxes by 28 percent; we are going 
to double the defense budget and bal
ance the budget," this old man said, 
"What a dynamite idea. I wonder why 
we never thought of that before?" 

Nobody argues that under the best 
case scenario this system is going to be 
fail safe, and is going to be 100 percent 
effective. If you ask General 
Abrahamson today, "General, if you 
had all the money in the world to 
build this system, what is the very best 
kill rate you could possibly antici
pate?" the figures I have heard are 90 
percent. But nobody believes that. I 
can tell you the Soviets have about 
12,000 warheads. If 1,200 of them got 
through, that is enough to ruin your 
whole day. That is enough to destroy 
the great planet Earth. 

I have seen those little television 
cartoons in 30-seconds spots. I do not 
know who paid for them. The little 
girl is saying, "My daddy is so smart. 
He believes in this system that the 
President is talking about that will 
protect our home from Soviet missiles. 
My daddy is so smart." You all saw 
that spot on television, did you not? 
All of a sudden, slowly but surely the 
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information comes out which all of us 
knew in the first place, this system is 
not designed to protect population 
centers. 

It is not designed to protect this 
little girl. It is designed to protect 
command and control centers, and 
military targets. 

Nobody has ever made the argu
ment, with the possible exception of 
the President, who at least led people 
to believe that somehow or other they 
were going to live and the Soviets were 
going to die if we built this system. 

Well, it assumes the ultimate tech
nology. This argument is that if we 
just put this thing up in the sky, 
nobody will ever be able to improve on 
it. 

I ask you: What technology have 
you ever known of that was not im
proved? If we deploy SDI, we'll never 
be able to rest. We'll have to keep on 
improving it to keep ahead of the Sovi
ets. 

Then there is the burn time issue: 
can the Soviets shorten their missile 
burn times so that SDI interceptions 
won't have enough time to destroy the 
missiles? The MX has a burn time of 
180 seconds. The Trident I missile, 
which we have on most of our subma
rines, has a burn time of 158 seconds. 
The Trident II missile has a burn time 
of 171 seconds. And we anticipate that 
we will not pick up the burn of a 
Soviet missile for 30 to 60 seconds 
after it is launched. 

Bear in mind that nobody in the 
Soviet Union, when they were building 
their missiles, was trying to def eat 
SDI. They were just building a missile. 
They were just designing missiles that 
would hit the United States. They 
were not trying to get the shortest 
burn time possible. It would not be dif
ficult for either side to shorten their 
missile burn times. 

Here is a study put out by Lawrence 
Livermore Laboratories that shows 
that if we deploy the so-called kinetic 
kill vehicles, the Soviets already have 
one missile, the SS-25, which is totally 
invulnerable to a kinetic kill vehicle. 
$330 million of this $4. 7 billion we are 
talking about is going into research for 
kinetic kill vehicles; and it is now an
ticipated that to deploy it in 1995-we 
will be lucky to get it up by the year 
2000-but if we can deploy it, and I do 
not care if you deploy 3,000 of them or 
30,000 of them, the Soviet SS-25 right 
now is already invulnerable to the 
technology that we are talking about 
being the ultimate. 

Their other missiles are liquid-pro
pelled missiles, and they will convert 
them to solid propellant as soon as 
possible, which burn much faster. 
They will build a new fleet of missiles 
that will leave us no time to intercept 
them. 

They can revolve their missiles. 
They do not do it now, but they can 
slowly revolve their missiles on liftoff, 

which means that we have to have two 
to three times as much power in our 
lasers. They can thicken the hulls on 
their missiles, which will require an
other doubling. They can put millions 
of decoys in the noses of these mis
siles, and we have to figure out which 
ones are real and which ones are not. 
They can make their missiles maneu
verable. 

This is not classified, and I will bet 
there are not 50 Senators who know 
this: The Trident II missile, which the 
Navy calls the D-5, and which I have 
been a strong supporter of because it 
is invulnerable, being on submarines, 
has a very low CEP-that is, the error 
margin where it · hits. That missile is 
very accurate. It is going to have hard 
target kill capability, and we are going 
to deploy those this fall on the Tri
dent submarine. 

Another thing the missile will do is 
maneuver. Do you know something? 
The Soviets do not have maneuver ca
pability on their missiles yet, but 
when they do, I can tell you that, 
based on present plans for SDI, a ma
neuverable vehicle will def eat SDI. 

I can remember that, as a child, I 
was worried about Hitler. I was a pa
perboy. Every afternoon when I got 
my papers to fold, to throw them on 
the front yards and porches of my cus
tomers, I would see the headlines 
about what Hitler was up to. 

As a child, younger than these pages 
who sit here, I became apprehensive 
about what this all meant. It later 
meant 3 years in the Marine Corps for 
me, 3 years out of my life. 

I had that sneaky suspicion even as 
a child. But I will tell you one thing: I 
would read about the French having 
this gigantic Maginot Line, and as a 
child, I was comforted by that. I 
thought that no matter how powerful 
an army Hitler had, the French will be 
able to stop him because they have 
this big Maginot Line. I did not know 
what that meant. I did not know what 
it was designed to stop. 

I am not going to belabor this point, 
because everybody here remembers 
just how powerful the Maginot Line 
was. Hitler went over it, around it. The 
Maginot Line did not slow up the 
German Army 24 hours. 

Yet, the argument is made here 
that, somehow or other, we can put a 
technology in the sky and that is 
going to be the end of it. You tell me 
one thing we have ever done technical
ly in this country that we have not im
proved on. We'll have to keep on 
adding to it. 

I remember the ABM system. I was 
not here, but the decision to spend $6 
billion to deploy the ABM system in 
North Dakota passed the U.S. Senate 
by 1 vote. 

The argument was made by the 
losing side at that time that by the 
time you got it built, it would be obso
lete and probably was not going to 

work, anyway. But, as always, we had 
a bunch of Senators that did not want 
to go home and have somebody charge 
them with being weak on defense, so 
they voted for it, and we started dis
mantling that system before the last 
weapon was installed. I was here when 
we voted to dismantle it. 

Some people say: "Senator, you're a 
skeptic. You didn't think we could 
send somebody to the Moon, either; 
and if you had been here, you 
wouldn't have thought we would ever 
develop airplanes." 

Well, I was around when the first 
ABM system was built, and I am sorry 
I was not here to be the vote to def eat 
it. 

I was not around here when we 
started talking about nuclear-powered 
airplanes, which we have not done yet 
either. But in all those technologies 
that people around here like to talk 
about, we did not have the Soviet 
Union trying to defeat the system. 
They are light years behind us in tech
nology. Everybody knows that. Even 
Gorbachev knows they are on their 
way to becoming a third-rate nation if 
they continue to spend 15 percent of 
their gross national product on de
fense. 

Well, back to the kinetic kill vehi
cles: Our own Off ice of Technology 
Assessment had a question: The soft
ware is very vulnerable to errors, and 
the whole system is vulnerable to a 
host of countermeasures. 

Incidentally, one other thing I did 
not mention is that the Soviets can 
just fire a few missiles up with nuclear 
weapons on them, set them off, and 
blind SDI. 

Several years ago, when this whole 
thing came up, I asked a very respect
ed arms negotiator, whom I consider 
one of the wisest arms negotiators, 
something. 

I said: "Suppose you were advising 
Secretary Gorbachev, and he called 
you in and he said, 'Mr. So-and-So, the 
United States is getting ready to build 
this defensive shield against our mis
siles. What do you advise?' " 

He said, "I'll tell you what I would 
tell him. I would tell him, No. 1, 'Start 
building bombers as fast as you can 
build them. No. 2, start building ships 
that will accommodate anywhere from 
30 to 100 cruise missiles. Third, if you 
really feel that this is a serious prob
lem, you can always consider the clan
destine introduction of nuclear weap
ons into the United States. If they 
can't keep carloads of marijuana from 
coming into the country, certainly we 
can introduce nuclear weapons. We 
can plant them at the base of the 
Empire State Building and at the 
Washington Monument, and have 
them ready to detonate at a moment's 
notice.'" 

Can you imagine anything more om
inous than our reaching that point? 
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Have you noticed that Gorbachev 

does not talk about SDI anymore? 
He says that is not really a big deter

rent. Do you know why? Because his 
advisers apparently have convinced 
him that if we want to spend $1 tril
lion doing this, this is OK, but they 
could probably defeat it for $100 bil
lion. That is the reason he quit talking 
about it. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
MOYNIHAN] who I heard 3 years ago, 
in discussing the SDI Program, said we 
have a fixation somehow that all mis
siles come in from outer space, but the 
truth is a lot of them are going to 
come in under the Brooklyn Bridge. 
He was talking about the cruise mis
sile. 

The interesting thing is, number 
one, if the Soviets decided to build 
their own SDI, I can just hear the ar
guments in this place right now. No. 1, 
how dare they? No. 2, if they build 
their own SDI that means that our 
missiles are then vulnerable to their 
SDI and we have to start building a 
whole new generation of ICBM's. And 
the interesting thing about it is they 
have already spent hundreds of bil
lions on an air defense system, but it 
doesn't work against our bombers. If 
they build an SDI and we start talking 
about bombers and cruise missiles, you 
have to bear in mind they have al
ready spent $200 billion or $300 billion 
to def eat that system. 

I just told you what this reputable 
arms controller told me, and here on 
May 2 is an article in the Wall Street 
Journal, and I am going to insert this 
in the RECORD, Mr. President, and I 
ask unanimous consent that immedi
ately after I quote from it that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit U 
Mr. BUMPERS. It reads in part: 
After decades of building up ballistic mis

siles that vault nuclear warheads through 
space, the Soviet Union is pouring money 
into bombers and cruise missiles that carry 
deadly payloads and fly closer to the Earth. 

The shift beclouds the outlook for the 
Pentagon's most costly and far-reaching 
weapons project, the Strategic Defense Ini 
tiative, designed to intercept ballistic mis
siles in space. U.S. strategists warn that 
even if President Reagan some day realizes 
his dream of deploying a "peace shield" in 
space, the Soviets will probably be in a posi
tion to unleash a force of bombers and 
cruise missiles that could sneak under the 
protective umbrella. 

EXHIBIT 1 
SOVIET Low-FLYING BOMBERS AND MISSILES 
RAISE QUESTIONS ABOUT STAR WARS SYSTEM 

(By Tim Carrington) 
After decades of building up ballistic mis

siles that vault nuclear warheads through 
space, the Soviet Union is pouring money 
into bombers and cruise missiles that carry 
deadly payloads and fly closer to the Earth. 

The shift beclouds the outlook for the 
Pentagon's most costly and far-reaching 
weapons project, the Strategic Defense Ini-

tiative, designed to intercept ballistic mis
siles in space. U.S. strategists warn that 
even if President Reagan some day realizes 
his dream of deploying a "peace shield" in 
space, the Soviets will probably be in a posi
tion to unleash a force of bombers and 
cruise missiles that could sneak under the 
protective umbrella. 

Unlike some complex countermeasures 
the Soviets might use to foil SDI, or Star 
Wars, the bombers and cruise missiles would 
simply bypass the defense system. 

By focusing on the gap in U.S. defenses, 
Moscow presents the U.S. with an uncom
fortable choice: to admit that even a per
fectly functioning Star Wars system would 
only counter part of the Soviet nuclear 
threat; or to complement the strategic de
fense system with a very costly air-defense 
network to block low-level attacks. 

"It makes no sense to deploy SDI as long 
as there is no defense against the emerging 
air-breathing threat," weapons powered by 
jet engines rather than by rockets, says 
Loren Thompson of Georgetown Universi
ty's national security studies program. 

The Heritage Foundation has singled out 
the absence of a U.S. air-defense system as 
one of four big military problems the next 
administration will have to confront. Kim 
Holmes, a military analyst at the conserva
tive think tank, calls for the U.S. to deploy 
more tactical fighter planes, as well as mod
ernized Patriot ground-to-air missiles. But 
he concedes that budget pressures weigh 
against such a buildup. · 

The Soviet planes and cruise missiles, 
meanwhile, have become harder to track 
and intercept. The Russian AS- 15, a cruise 
missile that can travel about 3,000 kilome
ters 0,875 miles), became operational in 
1984. The missiles can be mounted on Bear
H bombers, which can fire at a safe distance 
from their targets. U.S. F-15 pilots in Alaska 
report a sharp increase in the number of 
Bear-H bombers conducting exercises. Mr. 
Thompson estimates that by 1991, the Sovi
ets will have more than 100 Bear-H bomb
ers, along with about 1,000 AS-15 cruise mis
siles. 

The Soviets have deployed cruise missiles 
that can be launched from any of the three 
newest classes of submarines. These subma
rines are significantly quieter than the 
boats they are replacing, and thus able to 
travel closer to the U.S. coastlines. 

Pentagon officials say that the newest 
Soviet crui<;e missiles carry accurate terrain
reading gtddance systems similar to those in 
U.S. cruise missiles. The Soviets are also de
signing a long-range supersonic cruise mis
sile that would be more difficult to inter
cept. 

The latest edition of "Soviet Military 
Power," released by the Pentagon Friday, 
says the Soviets have produced 11 Blackjack 
bombers, which resemble the U.S. B-1 
sweptwing bomber. The publication says 
that with the Blackjack and the Bear-H 
bombers, the Soviet "intercontinental 
bomber force is more flexible than it has 
ever been." The Pentagon report noted that 
the two aircraft could be refueled in flight 
by the Midas tanker plane, fielded in 1987. 

U.S. worries about these new weapons 
may turn out to be unnecessary, like the 
missile and bomber gaps of past eras. Intelli
gence assessments have found that the Sovi
ets often hit technological snarls building 
big supersonic bombers lik e the Blackjack. 
Although the Pentagon for several years 
has been predicting that the Blackjack was 
about to surge into full production, this 
hasn't happened. One Defense Department 

official says, " We think it's in the realm of 
being deployed." 

Though the bombers and cruise missiles 
still only represent about 10% of the Sovi
ets' total nuclear arsenal, the low-flying sys
tems could mount a decapitating strike on 
U.S. command and control centers the presi
dent would rely on during a crisis. 

Thirty years ago, the U.S. maintained a 
broad network of radars, interceptor planes, 
and ground-to-air missiles to thwart a 
feared Soviet bomber attack. But in the 
1960s, when both superpowers were building 
up ballistic missiles that could rain war
heads down from space, the U.S. decided 
against sinking money into what would be 
only a partial defense. In the 1990s, the 
Pentagon could be faced with the opposite 
problem- being able to deflect nuclear at
tacks in space but not inside the atmos
phere. 

U.S. AIR DEFENSES 

Interceptor planes .. .. .... .. .. .... .. ...... . 
Air Force surface-to-air missiles ............. . 
Army surface-to-air missile batteries .. . 
Air defense con trol centers ....... 

Early l960's Today 

2.612 
439 
274 
68 

252 
0 
0 
7 

Source: Georgetown University National Security Studies Program. 

U.S. military planners are taking some 
steps to lessen the disparity. The Pentagon 
is installing modern radar equipment along 
the aging Distant Early Warning line in 
northern Canada. Powerful radar equip
ment is being designed for the coastlines as 
well, and the Air Force is buying General 
Dynamics Corp. F-16s to replace old inter
ceptor planes. 

However, strategists say these moves fall 
far short of providing a comprehensive de
fense against the Soviet's newest low-flying 
weapons. Under pressure from Congress, 
the Pentagon has set up an Air Defense Ini 
tiative to study high-tech approaches. How
ever, this project has only attracted a frac
tion of the funds dedicated to the better
known SDI. 

"The Air Force has never been very excit
ed about the air-defense mission," says one 
Pentagon official. He notes that under 
budget. pressures, the service generally 
chops air-defense projects to keep money 
flowing to bombers and fighter jets. 

Some analysts argue that building a com
plex U.S. air-defense system could be a 
waste of money. The Soviets have spent bil
lions setting up air defenses; but the Penta
gon claims its low-flying B-1 bomber, 
Stealth bomber and advanced cruise missiles 
can get through the thicket of defenses. 
Pointing to what may turn out to be wasted 
expenditures by the Soviets, a House aide 
says, "We're not going to clamor for a big 
increase." 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, some 
money for SDI for research is appro
priate and reasonable, and I am not 
going to debate that. Everybody here 
agrees with that. 

But one of the reasons that I am on 
my feet here today is I know what is 
going on. I have been here now almost 
14 years, and if you pay attention 
around here, you learn a few things. 
One of the things I have learned is 
that in this program the President 
keeps asking for more and more and 
not just because he believes in it, but 
people in Congress keep voting for 
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more and more to accommodate the 
President. What they are trying to do 
is to build a momentum for this whole 
cockamamie idea so that we will have 
to go forward with it after Ronald 
Regan is no longer in the White 
House. 

I am reluctant to say this, but I 
heard one of our Republican col
leagues about a year ago say, "Yes, 
Senator, we know that this is a crazy 
idea. This is what we on our side of 
the aisle call the 'humor-the-Presi
dent' program." 

I want to tell you that when I read 
Paul Kennedy's book about the United 
States being threatened with decline, 
and I have to look at my children and 
admit that my generation and yours, 
colleagues, is going to be the first gen
eration in the history of this country 
to hand our country over to them at 
least economically in potentially worse 
shape than it was when we found it, 
and one of the reasons is that the herd 
instinct sweeps through this body on 
taxes and defense spending and 
nobody really wants to sit down and 
talk sense about what is an adequate 
amount of defense and are taxes really 
what you pay in order to live in civil
ized society, as Justice Holmes said. 

Paul Kennedy said the United States 
could be in decline because we are 
spending 7 percent of our national 
product to defend countries like Japan 
that spends 1 percent. If we spent 1 
percent of our GNP on defense, we 
would have a balanced budget and 
$100 billion to educate our children, 
provide health care for the 37 million 
people in this country that do not 
have any, to repair the 52,000 bridges 
that are fatally defective in this coun
try, and on and on the list goes. 

People act as though SDI is the ulti
mate defense. 

I said many times on this floor, and 
it bears repeating, we ought to make 
ourselves sit down and talk about 
something else that is related to our 
national security, and that is how well 
we treat each other, how we feel about 
our �i�n�~�t�i�t�u�t�i�o�n�s�,� how well we educate 
our children, how well we take care of 
our elderly, what kind of a transporta
tion system do we have. Those things 
are just as important to our security 
as how many planes and tanks and 
guns we have. 

Well, Paul Kennedy says, if it will 
give you any comfort, the Sovet Union 
is in a faster rate of decline than we 
are because their GNP is only half as 
great as ours, so they have to spend 15 
percent of their GNP to match us 
dollar for dollar, but to their eternal 
credit-Secretary Gorbachev has ad
mitted this publicly and he has said 
that they can never fullfil the promise 
of their system. I do not think they 
will anyway because their system is fa
tally flawed. He said they certainly 
cannot do it and spend 15 percent of 
their wealth on defense. 

So, Mr. President, as I said a 
moment ago, I am not too crazy about 
transferring $700 million over to 
space. I am going to vote for that be
cause I think the space station is prob
ably going to be built, but I am going 
to vote for the amendment of the Sen
ator from Wisconsin because I want to 
believe that some of these days we are 
going to come to our senses around 
here about what we really need to do 
to become a leaner, more efficient and 
effective fighting country in our mili
tary, and I can tell you the expendi
ture of $4.5 to $5 billion on SDI year 
after year, headed for a trillion dol
lars, weakens America. As I say, I 
would love to debate the proposition 
that that weakens this country; it does 
not strengthen us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, there are 

other Senators who want to speak on 
this subject and we certainly do not 
want to cut off debate. 

I previously indicated that I will 
move to table at the appropriate time. 

I am wondering in the interest of 
conserving time if we could get a unan
imous-consent agreement to allow the 
speakers who want to speak now, I was 
thinking if we could agree for 5 min
utes from the different speakers that 
are on hand and then we would have a 
vote on the tabling motion that I 
intend to make on the amendment of 
the Senator from Wisconsin, and then 
following that maybe 10 minutes 
equally divided between the Senator 
from Louisiana and this Senator on 
his amendment and then we can dis
pose of this. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I hesi
tate right now to put a limitation of 
time on this thing. There are some 
matters that I am looking into that I 
may want to speak several times. At 
this stage I cannot agree to a time lim
itation. 

Mr. EXON. Then we made an effort. 
We will maybe make an effort on that 
sometime later. 

I would just tell all that I do not 
wish to cut off debate, but a tabling 
motion is in order any time any Sena
tor gets the floor. 

I would hope that we would make 
our points. We have been on this now 
for 2 hours, and a lot of good informa
tion has flown. I do not know how 
many minds have been changed. 

I would simply advise the Chair that 
the ranking member on the other side 
of the aisle I do not believe has yet 
been recognized for his opening state
ment during the 2 hours that we have 
been in debate, which is somewhat un
usual, and if possible I would like to 
appeal to the Chair while I cannot 
control the Chair from this position, 
that it would seem that the Senator 
from Virginia should stand for recog
nition. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for recognition at this time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on the question of 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia has the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair, 
and I am glad to yield for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. On the question 
of a time limitation on the under
lying J ohnston-Evans-Bµmpers-Levin
amendment, we would certainly agree 
to a time limitation. I think we would 
need probably 15 minutes on our side. 

Mr. NUNN. Let me propose this, if 
the Senator will yield. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. NUNN. I understand the Sena
tor from Wisconsin has presented his 
case fully and we will be voting on the 
Proxmire amendment first, as I under
stand the order. 

Could we vote on the Proxmire 
amendment at, say, 20 after 12, and 
then move directly to the vote on the 
Johnston amendment? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I advise 
the Senator that I tried to propose 
that and the Senator from Alabama 
objected and I think the junior Sena
tor from Alabama was about ready to 
object. So, at this juncture, it does not 
look possible. 

Mr. NUNN. If I could further get my 
colleague to yield, could I inquire ap
proximately how much time the Sena
tors from Alabama would desire if we 
entered into a time agreement? 

Mr. HEFLIN. As I said, I am looking 
into some aspects of that right now 
and I am in a stage of uncertainty. 
Right now, I do not think I would take 
more than 10 minutes on the Prox
mire amendment. What I will do on 
the Johnston amendment, I am uncer
tain of right at this stage. I think we 
probably would be in a better position 
in a little while. Maybe we should let 
the Senator from Virginia speak and 
the two Senators from Alabama speak 
and then I think we might be able to 
enter into an agreement. Right now, I 
just have an uncertainty. 

Mr. NUNN. May I further inquire 
whether the junior Senator from Ala
bama would like to speak prior to the 
vote on the Proxmire amendment or is 
it on the Johnston amendment, or 
both? 

Mr. SHELBY. If the Senator will 
yield, I would like to speak first on the 
Proxmire second-degree amendment 
for about 10 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator from 
Nebraska has made a right decision to 
go ahead. 

We have six major amendments. We 
have a function this evening that I am 
sure is going to require that we not go 
later than about 6 or 7 o'clock, de
pending on whether we can line up 
votes for tomorrow and debate would 
carry over into the evening and to 
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hold rollcall votes over until tomor
row. 

We have had about 2 hours on this 
debate. I know it has been a good one. 
It is an enormously important subject, . 
but I would suggest we are going to 
have to find a way to accelerate if we 
are going to keep the schedule for 
today. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I think in just a 
short time, if we go ahead on this and 
let us speak on the Proxmire amend
ment, after that is over I think we will 
do it. We are not trying to delay. It is 
just a matter of trying to eliminate 
some uncertainty. 

Mr. NUNN. I understand. I certainly 
know the Senator from Alabama has a 
very keen interest in this matter and a 
lot of expertise. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces 
for speaking on my behalf. I do not 
feel I have been denied the opportuni
ty. I have listened. 

But it seems to me that I can, in a 
very short time, set forth an argument 
which I hope will be persuasive to my 
colleagues here in the Senate. And 
that is, sometimes we have short 
memories. 

Last fall, this Congress was in abso-
1 ute gridlock. It could not move. We 
had no expectation of going home for 
Christmas until such time as the 
President and the leadership of the 
Congress sat down and fashioned this 
summit agreement. 

I have here a copy of a memoran
dum issued by the Congressional 
Budget Office which summarizes the 
essence of that summit agreement. If 
my colleagues will bear with me a 
minute or 2, I would like to acquaint 
you with these details. Paragraph one: 

The elements of this agreement should 
provide for deficit reduction amounts that 
exceed the requirements of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Re
affirmation Act of 1987 and thus when fully 
implemented eliminate the need for seques
tration. 

And that was an important decision 
that was made in the fall. 

The package outline is approved by the 
President, the Speaker, and the Majority 
and Republican Leadership of Congress. 

The President and the Leadership of Con
gress agree to carry out this agreement. 

The President's FY 1989 budget shall 
comply with the appropriations levels in 
this agreement. 

For FY 1988 Congress shall present recon
ciliation and the continuing resolution <or 
other appropriations legislation) to the 
President concurrently. 

Congress shall provide sufficient budget 
authority to achieve full levels of domestic, 
international affairs, and defense outlays, in 
both FY 1988 and FY 1989. 

Agreed upon discretionary spending levels 
are as follows: 

Then they are set forth right here. 

The effect of the amendment of the 
Senator from Louisiana would be to 
breach this. It would be a violation of 
this budget summit in two areas. One, 
you would bring down the defense cap, 
and, second, you would jack up the do
mestic cap. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WARNER. For a question. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I think the Sena

tor is speaking of the Proxmire 
amendment which would have that 
effect, because the Proxmire amend
ment reduces that $299.5 billion. The 
Johnston amendment does not move 
the money out of defense. The John
ston amendment keeps it in defense. 

If you will look back at your bill, the 
bill, under SDI, has a number of cate
gories, I think some five categories al
ready, that specify as follows. This is 
on page 25 under section (b) beginning 
with the words, "Of the amounts 
available for the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative * * *." It has a subsection (a) 
and then it specifies " $200 million 
shall be available only for the ad
vanced launch system." 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. If I may, I am an

swering the Senator's question. 
Then you go down this list and you 

have the BSTS, you have ERIS, you 
have HEDI, and you have Gallium Ar
senide. What we do is simply add a 
sixth category, which says that $700 
million shall be available only to reim
burse NASA as DOD's share of the 
cost. And, as I pointed out, the 29 per
cent, the $700 million is DOD's share 
of the shuttle cost. It is exactly con
sistent with what you have done in 
your bill and the $700 million repre
sents DOD's share of the cost. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Louisiana is 
technically correct. He has very skill
fully stayed within a technical frame
work. But, in terms of the spirit of the 
budget agreement and the spirit of the 
summit, it is gone. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
quoted from the defense appropriation 
report. I am sorry if I gave the impres
sion that that was the Armed Services 
Committee. It was not. It was the de
fense appropriation report. 

But the defense appropriation 
report clearly recognized, before this 
amendment arose, that NASA has a 
direct relationship to defense. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
on that point. The Senator is correct. 
There is a direct relationship, as evi
denced by the facts being brought 
forth that after 1992 we will have far 
less reliance on it. To me, those are 
subsidiary arguments. 

My point is, if we are ever to have an 
expectation of a budget summit hold
ing up, then we cannot trash this one. 
And that is the essence of what is 
going to happen here. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Only, if I might 
say to the Senator, if NASA does not 
have a relationship to defense. If you 
can say that NASA has no relationship 
to defense, your argument is logically 
correct. If it does, it is not logicially 
correct. 

You may disagree with it, you may 
not like a space station, but as far as 
having a relationship to defense, it has 
long been recognized. The Appropria
tions Committee has recognized it. 
The Senate has recognized it. The 29 
percent is mathematically the proper 
share, considering the 15 launches of 
the 52 NASA launches. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, other 
Members of the Senate could come in 
and make the same arguments with re
spect to housing, medical things, all 
types of subjects which have a rela
tionship to defense and defense de
pendence on certain other programs 
and we slowly begin to bring down the 
effectiveness of the defense cap. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If we added some 
money for defense housing or for the 
CHAMPUS Program, you would clear
ly say that that is not breaching the 
cap. But, obviously, if we added it for 
civilian housing, it would. This 29 per
cent, the $700 million, is for the DOD 
share of NASA. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
essence of what the Senator is doing is 
taking dollars away from the Cabinet 
officer assigned to this budget, the 
Secretary of Defense, and effectively 
putting it in another budget. 

We can use the technicalities that 
you skillfully moved it around, but, in 
essence, it violates the spirit of the 
summit agreement. And it was the 
summit agreement that rescued the 
Congress from sitting here throughout 
that period doing nothing. You re
member it well. You were on the com
mittee. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Let me tell you. 
Senator, at the summit agreement we 
put a cap of $299.5 billion in BA, 
which was both a cap and a ceiling. I 
agree with that. That is why I opposed 
the Proxmire amendment. But we 
never said how we defined how that 
$299.5 billion should be made up. 

There are those who think we ought 
to spend more of the $299.5 billion on 
SDI. There are those who think we 
ought to spend less. There are those 
who think we ought to build an ad
vanced launch system for the rocket 
and all of those kinds of things. But 
this is entirely consistent with the 
summit agreement and simply recog
nizes DOD's share of NASA. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
repeat that the NASA account is not 
subject to the discretion of the Secre
tary of Defense and the $299.5 billion 
was to give the Secretary of Defense a 
figure over which he would exercise 
discretion. That is the essence of the 
summit agreement. 
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When I read-I understand there is 

no suggestion that I am in error-that 
in the package the President and the 
leadership agree to carry out this 
agreement: The Congress shall provide 
sufficient budget authority to the indi
vidual Cabinet officers to achieve full 
levels of international and domestic 
defense outlays-those are statements 
which clearly indicate the intent of 
that summit agreement. 

I also bring to the attention of my 
distinguished colleague that the 
budget resolution, which as you well 
know is already out there, assumes a 
27-percent increase for NASA for 
fiscal year 1988 funding. The House
passed resolution includes a 20-percent 
increase for NASA. And that, of 
course, is matter still in conference. 
And the defense spending is capped 
off at this figure, it represents a - 0. 7 
percent. 

So, it seems to me that discretion 
has been exercised already in favor of 
NASA. Some substantial increase in 
their overall spending will emerge 
from this conference. Whereas defense 
will remain in the negative growth 
posture, 0. 7 percent. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, maybe we 

can lay to rest once and for all the ar
gument that is made by the Senator 
from Louisiana that this is a defense 
need. I wish that the Senator would 
understand that the Defense Depart
ment has already spent billions of dol
lars on defense-related issues-and I 
realize it is a defense-related issue
that they have not got services ren
dered for. 

Therefore, what the Senator from 
Louisiana is proposing to do is to put 
some more money down that rathole, 
without any immediate return with 
regard to national defense. I think it 
cannot be legitimately argued, if the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana was passed, that it 
would be for a legitimate national de
fense purpose. 

Which gets back to the argument 
made by the Senator from Virginia 
that it is a disguised violation of the 
agreement that was made. I have got a 
whole series of figures on this. I just 
want to say that here are some of the 
costs that DOD has already paid. 

Four billion dollars for the replace
ment orbiter; $3.5 billion for the now 
useless shuttle launch facility at Van
denberg; over $2 billion in the develop
ment of the now expendable launch 
vehicle to launch satellite programs; 
nine prepaid shuttle flights which rep
resents $1 billion in advance payment 
to NASA already, by DOD. 

On and on. So, when the Senator 
speaks of DOD paying a fair share of 
the recovery costs, I look at this list, 
which already adds up to more than 
$10 billion already advanced to NASA 

by the Defense Department. So I 
would simply say that I think that if 
anything, the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Wisconsin is more 
straightforward and I would hope that 
we would def eat both of these amend
ments when I make the tabling 
motion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in 

strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by my colleague from Wiscon
sin Senator PROXMIRE, which is a 
second degree amendment to the 
Johnston amendment. I have, from 
the very beginning, supported SDI for 
a number of reasons. I hope to outline 
some of those in a few remarks that I 
will make. 

I, likewise, have supported the space 
program completely. I believe I was 
the first Senator to call on the Presi
dent to initiate a program for a perma
nently manned space station. And I 
really think that the space station has 
tremendous potential, not only in 
space but for byproducts that it could 
produce particularly in the area of 
medical research and materials proc
essing. 

However, the Johnston amendment 
puts me between a rock and a hard 
place; I will be forced to make a very 
difficult decision-that is choosing be
tween adequate funding for space or 
funding for SDI. While the Johnston 
amendment would put badly needed 
funds into the Shuttle program and 
could free funds also badly needed for 
the space station, the amendment 
takes the money from SDI, another 
program which I greatly support. In 
that regard, the Johnston amendment 
is a particularly difficult amendment 
for me since it deals with two pro
grams that I think have great poten
tial. 

But let me direct my remarks at this 
time to the Proxmire amendment. I 
think you have to look at the Space 
Program to really give you proper per
spective as to one phase of SDI. That 
is the success of the Space Program in 
producing valuable spinoffs and by
products. 

I do not think anyone today can 
challenge the fact that the Space Pro
gram has many, many times paid for 
itself in economic enhancements to 
this country. Digital watches, for ex
ample, came out of the Space Pro
gram. Great advancements in the field 
of computer science have come from 
the Space Program. The satellites that 
people are using in rural areas to view 
television would not be possible if it 
had not been for the Space Program. 

I could go on and list a great many 
instances where spinoffs and byprod
ucts have provided great benefits to 
the American people. There is no 
question that the Space Program has 
brought economic benefits that no one 

could have conceived of and predicted 
at the time that we entered into it. 

I think SDI has a similar potential 
in the future. It involves technologies 
that can produce tremendous econom
ic benefits to the United States, re
gardless of whether or not we ever 
have an SDI defensive program. 

I say this because it concentrates re
sources that are being directed toward 
certain technologies that have a tre
mendous scientific and economic po
tential. One of the first bills that I in
troduced when I came to the Senate 
was to create a National Laser Insti
tute, to bring about the coordination 
of the development of laser technolo
gy and the many aspects of that tech
nology, at that time. 

We were even thinking about laser
generated fusion. 

Today we see laser technology being 
used as a surgical scalpel to remove 
cataracts from the human eye. There 
are those that predict that laser tech
nology will one day produce laser 
beams to clean out clogged arteries 
and veins of the circulatory system 
and the heart and that open heart sur
gery, bypass surgery, will be obsolete 
in a few years. 

As a result of laser technology, long
range projections have been made by 
scientists that we can develop a pro
pulsion system by which spacecraft 
could be launched into space at a tre
mendous rate of speed far greater 
than what we could imagine to date. 
So you can see, lasers have a great po
tential and the SDI Program is devot
ing a good deal of resources to this ex
citing technology. 

Computer science, under the SDI 
Program, must advance tremendously. 
We now probably are soqiewhere be
tween the fifth and sixth generation 
of computers. 

There are those who predict that, 
with the SDI Program, we can go to 
the 9th and 10th generation of com
puters. The advancements in the area 
of computer science, by concentrating 
on an SDI Program, also have tremen
dous potential. While I am not a scien
tist, Mr. President, it just makes a 
great deal of sense to me to continue 
this exciting program which could 
yield many great benefits, both in 
commercial activities and defense 
technology. 

Then there is the area, which I am 
told by many scientists, has tremen
dous opportunities, and that is in the 
field of optics. These are all essential 
in the SDI Program and they are 
being greatly advanced due to the on
going SDI research. 

Mr. President, all of these are just a 
few areas that can be advanced as a 
result of our investment in SDI. 

Certainly today there is a large 
group of scientists that says SDI can 
be successful as a defensive shield, and 
those arguments have been made. The 
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Armed Services Committee has care
fully considered those and are recom
mending a good funding level for the 
SDI Program. 

I do not know whether or not it can 
be a perfect shield as those who have 
advocated it. I am not a scientist in 
that regard, I am not sure I can prop
erly evaluate it, but I think we are 
now at a stage of research where we 
need to continue to support SDI and 
support it vigorously. 

In my judgment, we are at a re
search stage today that I think in a 
few or more years, we will be in a situ
ation to properly evaluate the status 
and defensive possibilities of the SDI 
Program. But in the meantime, re
search into those areas of technology 
that can mean so much to the Ameri
can people and to the economy of 
America ought to go forward to see if 
a defensive shield could someday, in 
the near future, be possible. So, Mr. 
President, I believe that we should not 
cut back on SDI's research at this 
time. 

However, on the other hand, we see 
the great potential of space technolo
gy. There are so many great things 
that can come from space technology 
that benefit our everyday lives that we 
could not count them all. We ought to 
build a space station, and we ought to 
move forward for the next few years 
certainly in the research area of SDI. 

The ALPS Program that Senator 
NUNN has spoken about also has tre
mendous potential. As we look to the 
future, the real danger of a missile 
being launched against the United 
States probably, and I have to say 
probably because I do not know, would 
more likely come from a nation other 
than Russia. It would more likely 
come from a third country or from a 
mad group of individuals such as ter
rorists. We will have to consider this. 
Certainly the ALPS Program as con
ceived by Senator NUNN deserves con
siderable attention as we go forward 
with the evaluation of a strategic de
fense. 

With regard to SDI funding, we are 
in a situation of where the House has 
already cut SDI funding. In the floor 
debate in the House, they were saying 
that when you get to conference, the 
Senate will have a high figure and we 
will end up splitting the difference or 
coming close to it. That this is what 
has happened now almost every year 
in regard to the authorization for SDI 
funding. 

The House passed a SDI funding 
level for SDI that was about $3.5 bil
lion. The Senate figure, out of com
mittee, is $4.55 billion. 

So Mr. President, if we accept the 
Proxmire amendment, we will cut $700 
million from the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee level, and we would 
then have a situation where we would 
go to conference with a SDI funding 
level much closer to the House level, 

thereby reducing our negotiating room 
and ending up with a lower total fund
ing for the SDI Program. In my judg
ment, this would be a serious mistake. 

I feel like we ought to defeat the 
Proxmire amendment at this time. 
However, the Johnston amendment 
causes me a great deal of concern. At 
that stage, I am simply in a degree of 
uncertainty about my position on it. 
In that regard, I want to study it fur
ther. It involves the issues of alloca
tion of funds that will go to subcom
mittees of the Appropriations Com
mittee, and there are competing fac
tors there. This is a very complicated 
matter, but it is one that I want to 
give further study to. 

However, at this time, I urge the 
defeat of the Proxmire amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

LEVIN). The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment of
fered first by the Senator from Louisi
ana and the second degree amendment 
offered to it by the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Let me begin by stating that NASA 
funding has been and will continue to 
be a very high priority for this Sena
tor. 

I could not imagine a more deserving 
recipient of additional funding. 

However, I do believe a transfer of 
funds from the Department of De
fense to another account should have 
been attempted during consideration 
of the budget resolution, not during 
debate of the defense bill. 

The administration's request for 
$4.84 billion for the program was thor
oughly discussed by members of this 
Committee on Armed Services. Work
ing in a spirit of bipartisanship, the 
Armed Services Committee reported 
out a funding level of $4.55 billion for 
SDI, a cut of about $300 million from 
the President's request. 

I believe that a funding level of $4.55 
billion, $4.271 billion for defense, 
strikes a satisfactory balance between 
the need for healthy growth in this 
program and the need to work within 
current budget constraints. 

The Soviets wish to stop us from 
proceeding with our SDI while they go 
forward with theirs. At this point in 
time, however, the United States has 
absolutely no defense against nuclear 
attack. Nothing. Zero. 

One must remember that for many 
years now the Soviet Union has been 
investing huge amounts of money on 
an extensive strategic defense effort of 
its own, an effort that appears to in
clude the development, testing and de
ployment of traditional ABM systems 
and components that could be expand
ed quickly for nationwide ABM de
fense purposes. 

The Soviets appear to be working 
toward the development of directed-

energy weapons systems that can be 
used for strategic missile defense and 
to attack space targets. 

General Secretary Gorbachev, for 
his part, has good reason to oppose 
U.S. research into a strategic defense. 
He has made it clear that his main job 
is to rescue the Soviet economy. He 
does not want to have to spend billions 
of rubles on an even more sophisticat
ed high-technology competition with 
our country. A competition in which 
our country already has a decided ad
vantage. 

The Soviets are far behind the 
United States in the computer tech
nology necessary to develop the com
mand, control and communications 
network necessary to manage a whole 
system. 

All this notwithstanding, significant 
progress has been made in the SDI 
Program. Kenetic energy weapons 
such as ERIS the exoatmospheric re
entry vehicle interceptor subsystem 
and HEDI. The high endoatmospheric 
defense interceptor show exceptional 
promise. With this in mind, the Armed 
Services Committee has put a floor on 
funding levels for ERIS and hedi as 
well as the advanced launch system 
and BSTS. 

The House, as has already been said, 
has reduced funding on SDI to $3.5 
billion. The Johnston amendment 
would put the Senate at $3.85 billion. 
We would come out of conference at 
around $3.7 billion, $200 million less 
than last year. 

Mr. President, permit me to quote 
from a report to Congress on the stra
tegic defense initiative, prepared by 
the strategic defense initiative organi
zation just last month. The goal of the 
SDI Program has been and continues 
to be and I quote: 

To conduct a vigorous research and tech
nology program that could provide the basis 
for an informed decision regarding the fea
sibility of eliminating the threat posed by 
nuclear ballistic missiles of all ranges and 
increasing the contribution of defensive sys
tems to United States and allied security. 

The role of the strategic defense ini
tiative could not be put more succinct
ly. The $4.55 billion approved by the 
Armed Services Committee for this 
program is the absolute minimum 
amount necessary to sustain progress 
already made. Anything less will serve 
only to increase total costs at the risk 
of national security. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

rise in opposition to the Proxmire and 
Johnston amendments which would 
reduce the Armed Services Committee 
recommended funding level of $4.55 
billion for the SDI Program by $700 
million. The Johnston amendment 
transfers these funds to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion. As I understand it, the Proxmire 
amendment would eliminate the item 
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altogether, to which I am bitterly op
posed. 

Mr. President, in proposing that SDI 
funds be transferred to NASA, the 
amendment undermines the frame
work of the budget agreement that 
was so painstakingly worked out by 
congressional leaders with the Admin
istration, and which has been honored 
to the letter by the Senate and House 
Armed Services Committees in making 
their recommendations. 

As Secretary of Defense Carlucci has 
recently written, the "SDI is the cor
nerstone of our overall defense pro
gram. It holds the promise of a more 
stable and effective deterrent posture 
based on a balance of offense and de
fense." I believe that the committee 
recommendation, which enjoyed 
strong bipartisan support, reflects Sec
retary Carlucci's characterization of 
the program. 

The Secretary, in putting together 
the amended fiscal year 1989 budget 
request, has already reduced the pro
gram by $1.7 billion from the original 
fiscal year 1989 request, and the 
Armed Services Committee reduced 
the DOD request by another $285 mil
lion. At the recommended level, I be
lieve that the SDI program reflects a 
balance between security requirements 
and budgetary constraints, and is a 
sound technical program. 

The SDI Program itself is also a bal
anced one. The program represents a 
careful balance between technology 
base research and validation experi
ments, between ground and space 
based systems, and between mature 
and advanced technologies. The great
est impact of funding at the level pro
posed by the amendment would be on 
planned experiments which are essen
tial to demonstrate concept feasibility. 
The amendment would seriously jeop
ardize the basis for a full scale devel
opment decision which has been the 
focus of the program since its incep
tion. 

Mr. President, the House has au
thorized only $3.2 billion for the SDI 
Program, a level supported by Chair
man ASPIN "as a negotiating maneuver 
prior to a conference with the 
Senate." This amendment would seri
ously undermine the Senate's ability 
to achieve a reasonable level of fund
ing for the SDI Program as a result of 
conference, and I urge my colleagues 
to reject the amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SHELBY). The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I hope we 

will adopt the Johnston amendment. 
The issue of funding of SDI has 
become something of a numbers game 
in Congress and perhaps as a result we 
have lost sight of the relative priority 
which is being placed on SDI. The 
committee recommendations for SDI 
funding make SDI a very high-spend
ing priority, far higher than can be 

warranted by that program. The Presi
dent's request for DOD /SDI funds 
constituted a 28-percent increase over 
last year's level. The $4.6 billion rec
ommended by the committee still 
grants the DOD portion of SDI a 21.7-
percent increase over last year's level. 
Now, this is in very sharp contrast to 
how other research and development 
programs are faring in the President's 
budget. The aggregate R&D programs 
of the three military services actually 
are sustaining a cut from last year's 
level. When you put the R&D pro
grams of the services together, what 
we find is in this budget there is actu
ally a reduction in research and devel
opment at the same time that we have 
an increase proposed by the President 
of 28 percent in SDI and by the com
mittee of over 21 percent. 

We get national defense return on 
our research and development invest
ment in the Services. We need that de
velopment and we will get national de
fense return form an investment in 
the Shuttle Program as proposed in 
the Johnston amendment. But what 
do we get for our investment in SDI? 
Given the numerous technical prob
lems with the program which have 
been cited by the Office of Technolo
gy Assessment in recent studies, the 
many unanswered questions about 
how the phased deployment of SDI 
will affect our security, and the seri
ous question about how the SDI office 
has handled the relationship with var
ious advisory committees, I do not 
think we can justify providing the SDI 
program with a 21-percent increase in 
their current budget. 

First, a word on the technical prob
lems. According to a report in the 
Washington Post, the OTA study 
made the following observations about 
the SDI Program. First, there has 
been little analysis of any kind of 
space-based threats to the system sur
vivability; in particular, the SDIO and 
its contractors have conducted no seri
ous study of the situation in which the 
United States and the Soviet Union 
both occupy space with comparable 
systems. 

Second, it appears that direct ascent 
nuclear antisatellite weapons would 
pose a significant threat to all three 
defense systems phases but particular
ly the first two. 

Third, in OT A's judgment, in the 
Office of Technology Assessment, 
there would be a significant probabili
ty that the first and presumably only 
time ballistic missile defense systems 
are used in a real war it would suffer a 
catastrophic failure. In other words, 
OT A is reported as saying that the 
SDIO has not even analyzed whether 
SDI deployment makes sense if the 
Soviets also deploy such a system, that 
the survivability of the first two 
phases of SDI is placed in serious 
doubt by a weapons system we first 
tested in the 1960's, that direct ascent 

nuclear antisatellite, and that it is sig
nificantly probable that this whole 
system will catastrophically fail if it is 
ever called upon to perform its mis
sion. 

Is that the kind of a system that we 
should be providing a 21-percent in
crease in research and development 
funding for when we cannot even get 
the space shuttle off the ground, and 
when we have other higher priority 
defense programs that are going un
funded in this bill? I do not think so. 

Just one word about those advisory 
committees that the SDI is relying on. 
They have mishandled the advisory 
committee that they fund. We have a 
law in this country that governs Fed
eral advisory committees. It is called 
F ACA. F ACA requires balanced advi
sory committees. It requires a charter 
for each committee in order to keep 
track of them and to justify their cre
ation. Our law requires minutes and 
recordkeeping for those advisory com
mittees. It has salary limits on the 
people who belong to those advisory 
committees. It provides for an auto
matic 2-year termination of the com
mittees. And it requires agencies to 
protect committees against inappropri
ate influences by special interests. 

There is a pattern of noncompliance 
with our advisory committee law when 
it comes to the SDI Office, and the 
SDI Program. First of all, the very 
panels that advise the Department of 
Defense to set up SDI, the Fletcher 
and the Hoffman panels, were not 
formed nor did they operate in compli
ance with our law. The Federal Advi
sory Committee Act was not complied 
with by the very panels that recom
mended the existence and the creation 
of the SDI Program. And the people 
who were participating in that were so 
informed by the DOD general coun
sel's office, and they were told not to 
circumvent FACA. They were told it 
was improper to do so, but they did so 
anyway. Those panels were set up in 
noncompliance with FACA despite the 
recommendation of the general coun
sel's office of the Department of De
fense. 

Then, after the SDI Office was cre
ated, there as a panel on the lethality 
and a panel on kinetic energy. These 
are the very people who are advising 
the SDI presumably independently 
and objectively on what they should 
be doing. Those panels were not 
formed in compliance with our law. 

After our inquiry, the head of the 
SDI Program acknowledged that they 
should have been chartered and he 
terminated them. 

Then there is another group called 
the Eastport group. They are the ones 
who advise the SDI Office on battle 
management and on computers. After 
our inquiry, again the SDI Office de
cided to stop their funding and they 
are now reviewing whether or not the 
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Eastport group should have been char
tered under F ACA. And may I tell the 
Chair and my colleagues that the pre
liminary decision of the DOD staff is 
that it should have been chartered, 
and the General Services Administra
tion says it should have been char
tered. 

How about the SDI Advisory Com
mittee, the only advisory committee 
that the SDIO has chartered properly 
under F ACA? They in turn are not 
even following the rules. When you 
look at the one advisory committee 
that they have formed in compliance 
with our advisory law, our advisory 
committee law, all 12 of the appoint
ees of that committee began to serve 
prior to filing of their financial disclo
sure forms, all 12 began their service 
prior to the review of those forms, all 
12 began prior to the filing of their 
disqualification forms, 3 of the 12 do 
not even have a current appointment, 
and 6 of the 12 have not filed the 
proper disqualification forms. This 
was despite all of the potential con
flicts of interest that exist, conflicts of 
interest that are so right that some 
people who have been appointed to 
these panels have refused to serve. 

David Parnas, a professor who was 
appointed to the Eastport Panel, final
ly wrote to the head of the SDIO 
saying that: 

The panel on which you have asked me to 
serve is not appropriately constituted, clear
ly chartered, or adequately informed. There 
are better ways to manage research. 

This is what he pointedly told us 
then back in 1985. "During the first 
sittings of our panel, I could see the 
dollar figures dazzling everyone in
volved. Almost everyone that I know 
sees in the SDI a new pot of gold just 
waiting to be tapped," and he decided 
to resign from that panel. 

So put together two facts: First, the 
technical problems that exist with 
SDI, and the fact that SDIO has re
peatedly been in noncompliance with 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 
the act which is supposed to give us 
some kind of confidence that the 
people that advise us are representing 
the public interest and not their pri
vate interests; that are supposed to 
give us some assurance that there will 
not be self-dealing and use of inside in
formation, some guarantees that there 
will not be conflict of interest. 

That act has not been complied with 
by any of the advisory committees rep
resenting the SDI Program. Is this the 
program that should be given a 21-per
cent increase in its funding? I think 
not. 

I think there are much better uses 
of the funds, and that is why I hope 
that we will support the Johnston 
amendment. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in order 
to move things along I off er the fol
lowing unanimous consent request. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
be no further debate or amendments 
or other actions save a tabling motion 
on the Proxmire amendment; there be 
no further debate except for 3 minutes 
as has been requested by the Senator 
from South Carolina and 3 minutes to 
be granted to the Senator from Geor
gia; following that, since the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, I will move to 
table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Wisconsin; following 
that-this is all part and parcel of the 
unanimous consent request-and if the 
tabling motion is successful, then I 
would ask unanimous consent that 
there follow a half hour evenly divided 
between the Senator from Louisiana 
and the Senator from Nebraska to end 
debate, finish debate, on the underly
ing amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana; and that no amendments or 
parliamentary moves be made other 
than tabling and/or a request for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I agree with 
the general proposal that the Senator 
from Nebraska has outlined with the 
exception that I think if we could cut 
down that time, I would pref er to vote, 
after perhaps 5 minutes of debate on 
each side of the Johnston amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Up or down. 
Mr. EXON. I intended to offer the 

tabling motion on the amendment. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Is the Senator 

asking unanimous consent on my 
amendment? 

Mr. EXON. I am asking for unani
mous consent as I outlined, and I out
lined and clearly stated that in each 
case the only amendments, or motions, 
that would be in order would be re
quests for the yeas and nays and/ or a 
tabling motion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would go along 
with the 5 minutes on an up or down 
vote. 

Mr. EXON. Is the Senator objecting 
to the rest of it? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I suggest 
we talk a moment about this before we 
propose the formal motion or at least 
I would ask the Senator from Nebras
ka to withhold the formal motion. For 
one thing, the majority leader has to 
be consulted, I understand, on any 
unanimous consent request, and I am 
sure the minority leader would have to 
be consulted also. That is taking place 
right now. I would ask the Senator 
from Nebraska if he would withhold. 

Mr. EXON. I will withhold and 
maybe in the interest of conservation 
of time, we could entertain Senators 
who do wish to speak. 

I believe now the Senator from Indi
ana would also like to talk on the sub
ject. So I ask the Chair to withhold 

action on the unanimous consent re
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
request is withheld. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan ref erred to the OT A report. I 
should like to put this matter in 
proper perspective by reading a letter 
to Mr. Benjamin C. Bradlee, executive 
editor of the Washington Post, dated 
May 2, 1988, signed by James A. 
Abrahamson, Lieutenant General, 
USAF, Director, Strategic Defense Ini
tiative Organization, and John H. Gib
bons, Director, Office of Technology 
Assessment, U.S. Congress. 

DEAR MR. BRADLEE: As the Directors of the 
U.S. Congress' Office of Technology Assess
ment <OTA) and the Defense Department's 
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization 
<SDIO), we take serious issue with the April 
24 Washington Post story on the new OTA 
study of the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

The Post story offered an inaccurate and 
incomplete picture of the OT A findings. 
The OT A study examines very complex 
issues in considerable detail; any effort to 
distill its contents into a few newspaper 
column inches would have to result in over
simplifications which, while regrettable, are 
understandable. However, in writing about 
the OT A report before it is publicly avail
able, the Post denied its readers the ability 
to judge independently the accuracy or fair
ness of its presentation. 

The Post story failed to report important 
areas of agreement between SDIO and 
OTA, and misrepresented some areas of dis
agreement. The headline and first para
graph of the Post story offer a particularly 
telling example of such misrepresentation. 
SDIO and OT A disagree on the feasibility 
of reliable, trustworthy software for a 
future defense against ballistic missiles. 
SDIO believes that such software can be de
veloped; OT A is much more skeptical, and 
contends that there would be a " significant 
probability" of "catastrophic failure" of a 
ballistic missile defense system resulting 
from a software error. Nowhere in its study, 
however, does OTA conclude-as alleged by 
the Post-that such a failure would be 
'' likely. " As any statistician knows, and as 
the OTA report makes clear, " significant 
probability" does not equate to likelihood." 

Technical experts can and will differ on 
how rapidly we can generate and refine the 
technologies needed for effective defenses 
against ballistic missiles. SDIO finds many 
of OTA's conclusions in this regard to be 
unduly pessimistic, whereas OTA considers 
SDIO to be excessively optimistic. Both our 
organizations, however, are firmly commit
ted to informed, constructive discussion of 
strategic defense issues. We regret the mis
leading characterization of our positions in 
the April 24 Post story, and look forward to 
a fuller, more accurate, and more productive 
airing of these issues when the OT A report 
is published. 

As I stated, this letter was signed by 
General Abrahamson, the Director of 
the Strategic Defense Initiative Orga
nization, and John H. Gibbons, the Di
rector of the Office of Technology As
sessment, U.S. Congress. 

I felt, in response to the able Sena
tor from Michigan, that I should 
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present this letter to set the record 
straight. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, what 
we have before us are two amend
ments, one by the Senator from Wis
consin and the other by the Senator 
from Louisiana. I think both amend
ments are essentially the same. They 
are going to cut SDI by $700 million. 

I think the senior Senator from Wis
consin, whom we will miss in the 
future, has the direct approach. There 
is no smoke and mirrors about it. It 
just says: "We want $700 million less." 

With respect to the Senator from 
Louisiana, there is maybe a sleight of 
hand, that technically, somehow, this 
is in the budget summit, but it is not. 
We are taking from one, Department 
of Defense, and giving to another de
partment, nondefense. 

I think both amendments do one 
thing. It would reduce SDI below what 
we spent and what we committed to 
last year. Last year, we were 3.9. This 
would take us down to 3.8, the actual 
reduction, and you might as well con
sign SDI to the graveyard if these 
amendments are adopted. I think that 
is perhaps the intent. 

Certainly, many people in this body 
are very much opposed to SDI. I am 
very supportive of the strategic de
fense initiative. It is very interesting, 
Mr. President, that as we listened to 
the debate over the years on the stra
tegic defense initiative, it has gone 
something like this: We do not really 
want to get into any kind of SDI Pro
gram that has this near perfect um
brella, that we have a perfect shield, 
that that is pie in the sky and way 
into the next century. I advocated 
that argument when it first came out. 
I said the definition ought to be rede
fined, and we should focus on what we 
can do in the near term. Many of the 
critics joined those in support of stra
tegic defense, and we got to looking to 
what we could do in the near term 
with respect to research and develop
ment and, ultimately, deployment. 
There have been discussions with re
spect to all sorts of near-term options 
we might have. 

Now we have the same critics say: 
" We are not sure we really want to do 
in the near term anything other than 
R&D, and let's R&D it forever." If 
you have research and development 
forever, you are not going to have any 
strategic defenses. 

We should ask ourselves whether we 
should pursue the possibility of having 
strategic defenses or not. I happen to 
believe, and I think anybody who will 
step back a moment and observe 
where we are going in the area of arms 
control, where we are going in the re
lationship of how our military security 
is going to be provided in the near 
future, will come to the logical conclu
sion that our objectives are manyf old. 
But we have one objective, to reduce 
the number of offensive weapons-

that is, the INF agreement, the recent 
discussion of START, the recent study 
by Clay and Wolstetter, saying that 
conventional forces can fullfill some 
strategic missions, that the handwrit
ing is on the wall, that we are going to 
look at a reduction in nuclear weapons 
as an objective and still maintain 
peace, security, and stability. 

Another objective in this kind of 
equation is that we should be looking 
at some defensive capabilities. There is 
nothing wrong with having strategic 
defenses. There is nothing wrong with 
saying let us have a proper balance of 
reduction in offensive weapons and in
troduction of defensive capabilities 
that will provide for a more stable 
world in the future. 

I do not know why we want to turn 
our back on having some defensive op
tions in the future. It is not a matter 
of catching up with the Soviet Union, 
which in fact has spent more on stra
tegic defenses than they have on stra
tegic offenses. It is not the idea of 
catching up with the Soviet Union in 
trying to have engineers involved in 
looking for lasers and having 10,000 
people working in a program like that. 
We are simply doing what is in our na
tional security interests, and what is in 
our national security interests is that 
we must look at the possibility of de
ploying strategic def ens es. 

You can look at the strategic de
f ens es that would be used, whether it 
be an accidental launch, whether it 
would be potentially from a Third 
World country, if they would get some 
ICBM capability, or you could look at 
a limited attack from the Soviet 
Union. 

I have never been one of those 
people who believes in a bolt out of 
the blue, that the Soviet Union is 
going to unleash all their weapons. 
But as to a limited attack, certainly 
strategic def ens es would complicate 
any military planner in the Soviet 
Union from contemplating that attack 
if they had def ens es to def end with. 

Perhaps, as you try to look forward 
instead of hanging on to the past, it is 
time that we really start thinking of 
some new strategic doctrine and why 
we want to rely on the doctrine of 
mutual assured destruction as the only 
doctrine that is going to provide for 
peace and stability and deterrence. 

Can we not do better? Can we not do 
better than saying we are going to pro
vide for peace for this generation and 
future generations by only having of
fensive nuclear weapons and not 
having a defensive capability, not 
having any defensive capability 
against ballistic missiles, none, zero? 
We know the Soviets have that. 

I think that we ought to go down 
that road so we can have those options 
of deploying some defense. 

As a matter of fact, I think it would 
be a far better world and much more 
stable if we had some def ens es rather 

than just relying on offensive weapons 
for peace and security. 

I can think just about 2 years ago 
when a Yankee-class submarine of the 
Soviet Union sunk off the coast of 
Bermuda about 1,200 miles from our 
shore. There was a fire and the subma
rine sunk. If you take the hypothetical 
situation, if that fire had gotten out of 
control and had gotten in the ballistic 
missile place and the ballistic missiles 
had gotten lose, even if Gorbachev 
had gotten on the hotline and said, 
" Here are the coordinates; here is 
where it is going to land. Anything 
else you want to know," and the Presi
dent would say, "Thank you," you 
know what, America, we could not do a 
darn thing about it , except take the 
hit even if it was an accidental launch
ing from that submarine that sank off 
the coast of Bermuda. 

We do not have any ballistic missile 
defense. I can tell you, the Proxmire 
and the Johnston amendments will 
make sure we do not even have any 
strategic defense system. 

Now I think it is about time that we 
get away and try to improve upon the 
doctrine and the strategy of a mutual 
assured destruction that says that for 
peace and security of this country we 
are only going to have offensive nucle
ar weapons and it is time that we 
make an investment in strategic de
fenses, strategic defenses that will pro
vide for the peace and security of this 
country. 

I submit both of these amendments 
do essentially the same thing. Al
though the Johnston amendment is 
sort of clearly drafted saying it does 
not breach the summit, both breach 
the summit. It is a cut of $700 million. 
It is below what we spent last year. If 
we start to go below what we spent as 
I said you may as well confine this to 
the graveyard. 

<The following colloquy occurred 
earlier and appears in the RECORD at 
this point by unanimous consent:) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Indiana yield briefly? I 
am trying to decide how we allot our 
time. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I guess I will yield. 
Mr. NUNN. I am assuming the Sena

tor has yielded. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I always do what the 

chairman says. 
Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. QUAYLE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. NUNN. We asked the Senator 

from Wisconsin to come up and we will 
maybe summarize and go to a tabling 
motion on this amendment. We are 
going to have about 3 minutes on each 
side. The Senator from Wisconsin 
came back up. He might want to speak 
for 2 or 3 minutes. We hoped to go 
ahead and vote on the tabling motion 
and vote on the Johnston amendment 
after 10 minutes equally divided in ac-



May 11, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10429 
cordance with the unanimous consent 
agreement. 

I ask the Senator from Indiana, on 
his side of the issue, could we expedite 
this matter at this point in time? We 
have been on it now since 10 o'clock. 
We have six major amendments today. 
This is only one of them. And we are 
trying to get through. I would like to 
expedite it if possible. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I would be glad to ac
commodate the Senator, my chairman, 
on trying to expedite this. I do not 
think I will speak any longer than an 
hour. I will try to curtail those en
lightening remarks that I was about to 
give for 60 minutes into a couple min
utes and in summation. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator already 
persuaded me. If I listen much longer 
I may be unpersuaded. 

Mr. QUAYLE. What I want to do is I 
want to get the Senator really per
suaded and really convinced. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator allow 

me to propound the following unani
mous consent request which would ac
commodate his interests as well as I 
understand, if he will yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on the pend
ing amendment by Mr. PROXMIRE, 
there be a time limitation of not to 
exceed 6 minutes, 2 minutes for Mr. 
QUAYLE, 2 minutes for Mr. NUNN, 2 for 
Mr. PROXMIRE, and that upon the ex
piration of this time, the Senate then 
vote on or in relation to the amend
ment by Mr. PROXMIRE, following 
which there be not to exceed 10 min
utes on the amendment by Mr. JOHN
STON, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled between Mr. JOHNSTON 
and Mr. EXON, and that upon the expi
ration of that time then the vote occur 
without any intervening action other 
than the ordering of the yeas and 
nays, the vote then occur on or in rela
tion to the amendment by Mr. JOHN
STON. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object. 

Mr. BYRD. And that no amendment 
to the Johnston amendment then be 
in order upon the disposition of the 
amendment by Mr. PROXMIRE prior to 
the vote on or in relation to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana has the time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What was that 
last? 

Mr. BYRD. The last phrase was to 
allow a tabling motion or vote up or 
down. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Reserving the 
right to object, as I told my friend 
from Nebraska, I would be perfectly 
willing to agree to a time limitation 
with the usual stipulation that it be an 

up or down vote. Otherwise, that is 
the usual way to do it. 

Mr. BYRD. That is the usual way if 
that is what the Members agree to. I 
understood it said that all Senators 
have the right to reserve. I would be 
very glad to include in the request 
that it be an up or down vote. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am the 
one who proposed the unanimous con
sent, and we touched all bases. Now, 
we are objecting to my right to table. I 
object and I will object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. BYRD. Could we at least get the 
first part of the request dealing with 
the amendment by Mr. PROXMIRE? 
Could we get that part agreed to? 

I ask unanimous consent that on the 
amendment by Mr. PROXMIRE there be 
6 minutes to be equally divided among 
Senator QUAYLE, Senator NUNN, and 
Senator PROXMIRE; that upon the ex
piration of that time the vote occur on 
or in relation to the amendment with
out further action intervening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I hope I will get an 

up or down vote. I think that is the 
usual way to do it. I do not want to 
hold up the Senate. If the Senator 
from Nebraska says it is tabling, the 
usual situation, I will not object to 
that. I want to dispatch the matter. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished Senator. I renew the earlier 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right 
to object, and I will not object, I ask 5 
minutes time on the Johnston amend
ment to be added under my control. 

Mr. BYRD. I include that request on 
the amendment by Mr. JOHNSTON, 5 
minutes for Mr. JOHNSTON, 5 for Mr. 
EXON, and 5 for Mr. WARNER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Since there are 10 
minutes in opposition, I think we 
should have 10 minutes on this side. 

Mr. BYRD. All right; 10 minutes to 
Mr. JOHNSTON and 5 minutes for Mr. 
NUNN and 5 minutes for Mr. WARNER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank all Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I ask unanimous con

sent that the record show no interrup
tion in my speech that I was about to 
convey and it had been shortened 
from 60 minutes down to 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me also, without the 
time coming out of the Senator's time, 

I thank the Senator for his generosity 
and courtesy. 

<Conclusion of earlier colloquy.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator's time has expired. 
The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I will take 

less than my 2 minutes. I agree with 
the arguments that have been made 
by the Senator from Nebraska, the 
Senator from Virginia, and the Sena
tor from Indiana. I believe we should 
table the Proxmire amendment. 

The budget summit conference last 
year did not bind every individual Sen
ator, but I believe that we would have 
a very difficult time getting another 
agreement with the President on over
all fiscal policy relating to taxes, relat
ing to defense, relating to social pro
grams, if, indeed, we go below the 
overall agreement on defense that was 
made last year. 

In addition, I also believe that we 
are in a situation where the House has 
made major cuts in the SDI Program. 
If we want to come out of conference 
with a sensible program, I think it is 
very important that we preserve the 
Senate level of funding at this stage 
which inevitably will have to come 
down in conference. We all know that. 
So, I urge the defeat of the amend
ment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana 
said we would consign SDI to the 
graveyard if we pass my amendment. 
Well, my amendment is for $3.85 bil
lion. Very few research programs have 
ever had that for a year. Altogether, 
we have spent well over $15 billion. It 
would be something like $18 billion on 
that one program before we finish. 

Mr. President, let us keep in mind 
that what the Proxmire amendment 
does is simply change the Johnston 
amendment. Then we would have a 
vote, if my amendment should suc
ceed, on whether or not to def eat or 
pass that amendment. So, what my 
amendment does is say, let us make 
this clear-cut; let us do what we have 
done in the past; let us simply cut SDI. 
We have done that in the past and 
many Senator voted for it. 

I am simply asking that we make a 
reduction back roughly to the level 
that it is now, a very, very high level, 
and we recognize what Senator JOHN
STON has said so eloquently and Sena
tor BUMPERS also, that this is a pro
gram that, on the basis of the best sci
entific expert advice we can get, is 
almost certain not to be deployed and 
not to work. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 

voting against the amendment by Sen
ator PROXMIRE to reduce SDI spending 
by $700 million and against the 
amendment by Senator JOHNSTON to 
transfer $700 million from SDI to 
NASA because I believe it is important 
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at this time to support the President's 
program on SDI as he prepares for the 
summit with General Secretary Gor
bachev in Moscow later this month. 

In general, I support funding for 
SDI because I believe that it holds re
alistic promise to provide significant 
defense capability against ballistic 
missiles although I have in the past, as 
the RECORD shows, voted for moderate 
expenditures on SDI. 

In my view, our SDI Program has 
been a significant factor in bringing 
the Soviet Union to the bargaining 
table and an inducement for signficant 
Soviet concessions on arms control in
cluding strategic arms reduction. 

With the upcoming summit in 
Moscow later this month, I believe the 
Congress should strengthen the Presi
dent's negotiating hand. Accordingly, I 
have opposed reducing the SDI fund
ing levels at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
table the Proxmire amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time having expired, the question is on 
agreeing to the motion of the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. ExoN] to table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsion [Mr. PROXMIRE]. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll . 
Mr . CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Donn] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], are necessar
ily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES] 
and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
SYMMS], are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced- yeas 66, 
nays 29, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.] 

YEAS-66 
Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D 'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 

Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
Evans 
Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Graham 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 

Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Levin 
Lugar 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 

Pressler 
Quayle 
Reid 
Rockefell er 
Roth 
Rudman 

Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Cranston 
Dasch le 
Duren berger 
Grassley 
Hark in 

Bi den 
Dodd 

Sasser Thurmond 
Shelby Trible 
Simpson W allop 
Specter Warner 
Stennis Wil son 
Stevens Wir t h 

NAYS- 29 
Hatfi eld Pell 
K ennedy Proxmire 
K erry Pryor 
Leahy Riegle 
Matsunaga Sanford 
M elcher Sar banes 
Metzenbaum Simon 
Mikul ski Stafford 
Mi tchell Weicker 
Moynihan 

NOT VOTING- 5 
K arnes Symms 
Lau ten berg 

So, the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2017 was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Under the previous order, there will 
now be 20 minutes of debate on the 
Johnston amendment; 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Georgia, Senator 
NUNN; 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Virginia, Senator WARNER; 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Louisiana, Sena
tor JOHNSTON. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I seek 
recognition only for the request to get 
order in the Senate prior to the begin
ning of the times announced for 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. Senators will 
take their seats. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, time is 
running against all sides at this point; 
is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is correct. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield 5 minutes 

to the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the 
President's budget calls for only ade
quate funds for the space station for 
fiscal year 1989. I say adequate be
cause it is substantially reduced from 
the funding level planned by NASA. 
This is due to a congressional reduc
tion in NASA's fiscal year 1988 request 
last year. 

In order to meet the budget summit 
figures and to provide for the space 
station in the President's budget, 
OMB had to cut certain other pro
grams. 

The programs that they cut were el
derly housing, homeless programs, 
community development programs, 
waste treatment construction grant 
money, and assisted housing. 

This would allow for the increases 
that would, if the President's budget 
passed as requested, go to space which 
would have included the space station. 
I think that it would be realistic to say 
that none of those programs are going 
to end substantially cut. In that 
regard, those programs are put in com
petition for funding with the shuttle 
and the space station. 

Mr. President, I have a great amount 
of respect for our friends and col
leagues who serve on the Appropria
tions Committees. They have their 
own budget view and priorities. As for 
myself, I support the SDI research as 
the President requested it. I support 
the space program at the level of fund
ing the President requested. In that 
regard I am between a rock and a hard 
place as to where to come down on 
this issue. Since I learned of the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Louisiana, I have thought 
long and hard. 

Due to the budget problems that we 
face, I am extremely fearful that if 
the Johnston amendment does not 
carry, there may not be funding for 
the space station this year. I say this 
after looking at the figures which the 
HUD-Independent Agencies Appro
priations Subcommittee has had to 
deal with this year. As we all know, 
this is the subcommittee that funds 
NASA programs. 

Within the HUD-Independent Agen
cies, there is a great amount of compe
tition that exists relative to the allot
ment of funds to the different subcom
mittees. Whether or not the space sta
tion moves forward, or even survives, 
this year depends on the allocation to 
the HUD-Independent Agencies Sub
committee. 

I have spoken on many occasions 
about the great advantages of the 
space station. But from a realistic 
viewpoint, I am seriously concerned 
that without the Johnston amend
ment, the Space Station Program will 
not be funded or will be funded at 
such a low level that it will be prevent
ed from getting started. 

On the other hand, the way the 
Johnston amendment is arranged, the 
overall DOD finding for SDI remains 
at $4.2 billion. This figure will go to 
the House if the Johnston amendment 
is adopted and we will end up in be
tween the House figures and the 
Senate figures. 

The conference committee will make 
some changes in the SDI funding level 
from that proposed by the full Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Alabama has 
expired. 
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Mr. HEFLIN. May I have about 2 

minutes? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

only have 5 minutes left, but I will 
yield an additional minute. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Under the circum
stances, I believe we should give seri
ous consideration to this matter. I find 
myself in that position. I believe that 
this year we may be forced to decide if 
this Nation is to have a space station 
or not. In my judgment, we should do 
all that is possible to provide this 
Nation with that capability. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 

myself whatever time of the 5 minutes 
I might need. 

In answer to the question that was 
raised by the Senator from Alabama, I 
think it should be made very clear if 
the Johnston amendment passes, we 
will have when we go to conference 
with the House $3.85 billion as op
posed to the $4.55 billion in the com
mittee bill. That means at the most 
the Senate could go for or expend 
would be $3.85 billion. The House of 
Representatives has already come 
down to $3.4 billion. So it would be 
somewhere between $3.4 billion and 
$3.8 billion and a cut of that much. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. EXON. I will be happy to. I only 

have 5 minutes. I will yield 1 minute. 
Mr. HEFLIN. The figure of $4.5 bil

lion has already been broken down 
into many different parts. The confer
ence committee may make changes in 
these funding levels. In that regard, 
we shall keep the $4.5 billion for your 
negotiations with the House. With the 
$4.5 billion and the $3.5 billion in the 
House, you can settle on an in between 
figure. I do not believe that the John
ston amendment will change the total 
SDI funding level in the bill that the 
Armed Service Committee has report
ed. 

Mr. EXON. I think we are playing 
with numbers. I simply advise my 
friend that it will be the position of 
the House conferees, if they want to 
stick with their low figure, I am sure 
that if this amendment' passes, it will 
be the interpretation of the majority 
of the Armed Services Committee that 
the Senate had dictated $3.8 billion. 
You can figure that any way you 
want, but that is the breakdown. I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, earli
er today I addressed this issue, and I 
wish to repeat my comments. This is, 
in my judgment, should this amend
ment be adopted, it not only would be 
detrimental to the defense budget, but 
to the precedent of summits between a 

President and the leadership of the 
Congress to try and break gridlock. 

That was done last fall. Out of it 
came an agreement which explicitly 
said, the President and the leadership 
of the Congress agreed to carry out 
this agreement, which is that Congress 
shall provide sufficient budget author
ity to achieve full levels of domestic 
and international affairs and defense 
outlays in both fiscal year 1988 and 
fiscal year 1989. 

To the credit of my distinguished 
colleague from Louisiana, there is a 
technical matter which he has gotten 
around, the budget technicalities. But 
the spirit of the summit is destroyed 
and, for that reason, Mr. President, I 
think and I hope Senators will vote 
against the Johnston amendment. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas has 4 minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, when 
the budget summit agreement was 
reached last year, Secretary Carlucci 
cut SDI by $1.7 billion. The adminis
tration sent a proposal to the Congress 
for a $4.8 billion total in fiscal year 
1989. That was cut in the Armed Serv
ices Committee to $4.55 billion. This 
amendment will cut it to $3.8 billion. 
The House has provided $3.4 billion so 
that if this amendment is accepted, 
one thing is for certain, we will not 
spend more than $3.8 billion for SDI 
next year. We will have cut SDI below 
the current level. 

Now, I say to those who say we have 
to help NASA, and I am going to talk 
about that in a minute, we are not nec
essarily helping NASA here. The only 
thing that is binding in conference is 
that we shall not spend more than $3.8 
billion on SDI. 

Now, the House has already cut SDI 
to $3.4 billion, and they proceeded to 
spend the money on every add-on you 
can imagine. So when we go to confer
ence it is those add-ons against NASA. 

I remind my colleagues what this 
Congress has done to the space and 
science budget. Last year we cut it by 
$700 million. This year the House cut 
the President's space budget by $1.4 
billion. Did they do it to invest in low
ering the deficit? No. They cut fund
ing for the next generation of America 
and invested in the next election. And 
who can believe, if we come in and cut 
SDI here, that in conference we are 
not going to see the same old pork
barrel politics that we have seen in the 
past. 

I am a strong supporter of NASA. I 
think it is an absolute outrage what 
happened last year in the budget and 
in the Appropriations Committee. 
After we adopted the budget the Ap
propriations Committee came in with 

a low 302(b) allocations and attempted 
to take more money out of space and 
science and put more money into the 
social programs. 

So we are going to have an opportu
nity to vote on NASA, and I am going 
to vote for full funding. If those 302(b) 
allocations come to the floor and we 
have cut NASA below the budget, I for 
one am going to off er an amendment 
to change those allocations. I do not 
know whether it will pass or not, but 
that is when we are going to be debat
ing the space budget. Today we are de
bating SDI, an investment in science, 
an investment in technology. 

The distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana has been consistent. He has 
voted to cut SDI every single year. He 
wants to cut it. This year he came up 
with a new wrinkle. The new wrinkle 
was that Congress has been cheating 
space, cheating science, and he said, 
" Well, let us cut SDI. We will promise 
it to space and then it will be another 
matter when we get down to see what 
the 302(b) allocations are." 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment and then let us vote to 
have full funding for space and sci
ence. We have it within our power to 
do that. If we have a majority that is 
willing to fund it by taking money 
away from the beekeepers' indemnity 
fund and weed research in North 
Dakota and all the other so-called 
items that we funded in last year's 
supplemental, if we are willing to do 
those things, we can have SDI and we 
have the NASA funding. 

Finally, let me say to my colleague, a 
deal was made on the budget. I did not 
think much of the deal. I thought it 
was a bad deal because spending which 
grew last year by only 1.4 percent now 
grows by 4.5 percent. That is not what 
I think of as fiscal responsibility. But 
part of the deal was that we agreed on 
a defense figure. 

Now this amendment comes along 
with a sleight of hand and seeks to vio
late that agreement. I think our 
chances of ever working out another 
budget agreement will be destroyed if 
we adopt this amendment, and I urge 
my colleagues to reject it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. How much time 
remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana has 4 minutes. 
The Senator from Nebraska has 3 min
utes. 

Who yields time? 
If no one yields time, time will be de

ducted equally. 
Mr. WARNER. Do I have remaining 

time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 

point No. 1, the Senator from Texas is 
correct. The President's budget does 
fund the space station. He does not 
fund it by doing away with beekeepers. 
If I recall, the beekeepers had a couple 
hundred thousand dollars in the last 
budget. Here is how he funds it. This 
is the President's budget on HUD and 
Independent Agencies, as follows: 

Assisted housing, a cut of $850 mil
lion; waste treatment construction 
grants, a cut of $904 million; communi
ty development programs, $616 mil
lion; elderly housing, $200 million; 
homeless programs, $119 million; for a 
cut of $2.589 billion which pays for the 
NASA Program of $2.6 billion. 

If somebody thinks that the Senate 
or the Congress is going to make those 
cuts, you have got to be smoking some
thing, Mr. President. That is not going 
to happen. We are not going to make 
any of those cuts and you cannot pay 
for it through beekeepers. If you want 
to fund the space station, you have to 
do it with real dollars, not with these 
fanciful dollars. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
list of eliminations and program in
creases pe printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MAJOR PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS OR REDUCTIONS IN 
PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 

[In mill ions of dollars] 

Program Budget 
authority Outlay 

Now, are those proper expenditures 
for the Department of Defense? Let 
me read from the appropriation report 
of 1987. It says as follows: 

The commit tee's recommendation to fund 
the replacement orbiter in this bill recog
nizes t he cri t ical dependence on the space 
shut tl e system to meet national security 
mission demands and balance launch system 
requirements. 

Critical national security depends on 
the space shuttle. That was true at the 
time it was said 2 years ago. It remains 
true, Mr. President, national security 
is vitally dependent upon this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, let me try 
to summarize this, if I might. 

The case made by the Senator from 
Louisiana for why and how much the 
Department of Defense should reim
burse NASA for recovery costs simply 
does not hold water. I read earlier to 
the Senate a list of all the expendi
tures that the Department of Defense 
has made to the shuttle program 
which adds up to about $10 billion. 
The total Air Force costs through 1995 
for the recovery program of space 
launch capabilities is $12 billion . 
These are all costs that DOD will bear 
with no contribution by NASA. 

Since NASA now plans to use a 
number of the expendable launch ve
hicles that the Air Force has devel
oped, I wonder how much of this $12 
billion the Senator from Louisiana 

Assis ted housing ....... .. ....... ................... . 850 o would like NASA to pay DOD of its 
Waste treatment construction grant... .. 
Community development programs ... 
Elderly housing ... 

m �~�~� share of the added costs that DOD has 
200 o had to bear. 

Homeless programs .... _ _ 11_9 ___ 60 In sum, Mr. President, this amend-
Total. .... 2,589 115 ment has nothing to do with the Space 

------- ---------- Launched Recovery Program. It 

MAJOR PROGRAM INCREASES IN PRESIDENT'S REQUEST 
[In millions of dollars] 

Program 

NASA programs ....... ...................................... .................. . 
EPA Superfund (hazardous waste cleanup) Program .. . 
National Science Foundation ... 
Veterans medical care ... 

Total ..... 

Budget 
authority 

2,600 
472 
333 
230 

3,635 

Outlay 

1,560 
87 

106 
196 

1,949 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Point number two, 
Mr. President. By this amendment do 
we cut this down to $3.85 billion? The 
answer is no. If you will look at page 
25 of this bill, it says that the Depart
ment of Defense for SDI research gets 
$4.271 billion. That figure remains in 
here. Now, it comes up to $4.639 bil
lion when you add DOE and MilCon. 
That figure will go to conference. You 
do not go to conference with $3.85 bil
lion. What my amendment says is that 
of that amount you shall spend $700 
million for NASA-related activities. 

merely is-and if it passes I predict it 
will come to be-a very cleverly de
signed ploy to shift $700 million from 
the Department of Defense to NASA's 
space station, which has little or noth
ing to do with putting up the satellites 
that we need so desperately today. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 

there is no secret. This will fund the 
space station. That is that intent of it. 
It funds the space station out of SDI 
money, and it does so because of the 
critical national security relationship 
between both the space station and 
the shuttle because the space station 
and the shuttle and the entire NASA 
program are, of course, in the NASA 
budget in HUD and Indpendent Agen
cies. There is nothing hidden about 
that agenda. It is right up front. 

Let me tell you, it is going to be very 
difficult under any circumstances to 
get that space station going. I am for 
it. 

This is a way to do it, a way consist
ent with the defense budget because it 
does have defense implications. I think 
our accounting is right for the $700 
million. I think there are 15 of the 52 
launches which are DOD related. I do 
not think they are already paid for. 
But that accounting problem is end
less. Suffice it to say that we check 
our accounting with NASA. Maybe 
they are a party in interest here al
though the administration is officially 
against this. According to NASA that 
is the right way to account for it. But 
this is really bigger than the account
ing because we are not bound by what
ever accounting. The fact is there is a 
definite direct defense interest in 
NASA, and in the space station. It is a 
higher priority than a $700 million 
add-on to SDI. By the way, in the past, 
I have never been for an SDI cut. 

Every amendment which I have put 
in here increases SDI. To be sure it 
cuts that astronomical figure which 
the President asks for every year, but 
if we had funded those, we would be so 
far down in the budget deficit that we 
would never get out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Louisiana 
has expired. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have a 
brief statement to make for the pur
pose of explaining why I shall not be 
voting in favor of amendments to 
reduce SDI funding, whether for the 
purpose of transferring the funds to 
NASA, or simply not spending them at 
all. 

My opposition to SDI is unchanged. 
Like others here, I regard the $13 bil
lion thus far spent on this program as 
largely wasted. Like others here, I am 
acutely aware of other priorities which 
are in danger of failing for want of 
funds; and this includes the space sta
tion, which I support. 

In the past, I have supported efforts 
to move money out of SDI on the 
Senate floor. 

However, this year the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has voted 
to grossly underfund the small ICBM 
Program. I regard this missile as a 
basic element for strategic stability 
and as a building block for arms con
trol. 

It is my hope that this will be cor
rected in conference. But if that is to 
happen, then the pot of money repre
sented by SDI-and for that matter, 
by garrison based rail mobile MX
must come to conference intact. If this 
money is reallocated here on the 
Senate floor to other priorities, it will 
not be available for bargaining among 
the conferees. 

Granted, there is no guarantee that 
conference will work out as I hope. 
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But that is the risk we all take when 
we make decisions on votes that in
volve our basic objectives and the 
strategies we think may lead to out
comes we think important. 

Therefore, in this vote and on others 
which would break apart the Senate 
Armed Services Committee's strategic 
spending package, to the detriment of 
the small ICBM I shall vote in support 
of the package. Not because I support 
the package. On the contrary. Rather, 
because I want to protect the chance 
for a better allocation of resources in 
conference. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 
want to join in supporting the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] and I 
want to commend him for offering 
this way of strengthening America's 
space program. 

This amendment provides substan
tial funds for the SDI Program while 
recognizing the fact that that pro
gram, like many other vital defense ac
tivities, depends on access to space. It 
also is consistent with previous con
gressional action requiring the Penta
gon to foot part of the bill for the 
Space Shuttle Program. 

Without a viable shuttle program, 
without the eventual space station, 
our national security would face dan
gerous risks. Space is an American 
frontier for security, for scientific re
search, and for commercial develop
ment. Thus, it is most appropriate for 
the defense budget to pay a fair share 
of the cost of restoring the shuttle to 
regular flight operations. The nonde
f ense portion of the budget should not 
have to bear the whole burden. 

As the distinguished sponsor of this 
amendment has said, some 29 percent 
of the planned shuttle flights through 
1993 are already assigned to military 
missions, and this amendment would 
assign $700 million because that figure 
is 28 percent of the shuttle recovery 
cost. That seems fair to me. 

Mr. President, this amendment also 
gives the Senate an opportunity to 
speak up for a strong space program. 
It lets us send a powerful signal to the 
Appropriations Committee ·that we 
want an expanded space and science 
program such as that recommended by 
the President. We do not want NASA 
to be victimized by opponents of the 
space station or other manned space 
flight programs. 

I have been deeply concerned, as 
have several of my colleagues, about 
the prospect of inadequate allocations 
under the Budget Act to the HUD and 
Independent Agencies Subcommittee 
of Appropriations. If that occurs, 
NASA and the National Science Foun
dation could be unjustifiably squeezed, 
and the space station could face can
cellation. This amendment would 
reduce the pressure on those budget 
activities by requiring the Defense De-

partment to pay a reasonable share of 
shuttle recovery costs. 

Mr. President, I believe that the SDI 
Program permitted by this amend
ment would be robust and fully capa
ble of exploring the many technol
ogies which must be studied before 
any decision can be made on possible 
deployment of a ballistic missile de
fense system. The issue is not whether 
we favor a substantial SDI Program 
but whether we favor a strong space 
program. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 1 minute. 

Mr. EXON. I will move to table at 
the end of 1 minute, and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Very simply stated, so that everyone 
understands, if this amendment pre
vails, we are going to be reducing the 
SDI Program, which this Senator felt 
should be reduced and led the effort in 
the committee to do it. But if this 
passes, we are going to have one thing 
assured: SDI funding at a level below 
in real dollars what it is this year. I 
think that is what the majority of the 
Senate does not want. I think SDI is 
an overblown program. But I think we 
need to keep this investment in there 
to make something out of it for some 
specific need for national defense. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
Johnston amendment, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the motion of the Sena
tor from Nebraska to lay on the table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON]. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES] 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. BYRD. I announce that the 
Senator from California [Mr. CRAN
STON] and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ADAMS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 50, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.J 
YEAS-50 

Armstrong Di xon Helms 
Bingaman Dole Hollin gs 
Bond Domenici Humphrey 
Boren Exon Johnston 
Boschwitz Gore Kassebaum 
Cochran Gramm Kasten 
Cohen Hatch Lugar 
D'Amato Hecht McCain 
Danforth Heinz McClure 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickl es 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Quayle 
Reid 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Conrad 
Dasch le 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Duren berger 
Evans 

Roth 
Rudman 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 

NAYS- 46 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hat fi eld 
Heflin 
Inouye 
K ennedy 
K erry 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Matsunaga 

Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wil son 
Wirth 

M elcher 
M etzenbaum 
Mikul ski 
Mi tchell 
Moynihan 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Riegle 
Rockefell er 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Weicker 

NOT VOTING- 4 
Biden 
Cranston 

K arn C's 
Pryor 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2015 was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to lay on the table was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays, b t if we 
could have just a few minutes perhaps 
I can obviate that and save the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

vote will occur, the Chair will state, on 
the motion to table the motion to re
consider. 

Mr. DOLE. Does the Senator want 
10 minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will state that there has been no 
intervening business. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is not true. The 
Chair announced the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is an order previously entered that 
there be no intervening business. 
Therefore, the Senator will be re
quired to ask for unanimous consent. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we proceed to 
the Bumpers amendment for a period 
of 20 minutes, after which we will give 
the Senator from Louisiana the right 
he has at the present time, which is to 
proceed on the yeas and nays on the 
motion to table. He would have that 
option under my unanimous consent 
request, but we would not waste the 
next 20 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas reserves the 
right to object. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Do I understand the 
request of the Senator from Georgia 
to include some period of debate on 
the motion to table? 

Mr. NUNN. We would be right back 
where we are now 20 minutes from 
now when instead we could be able to 
hear the erudite, articulate Senator 
from Arkansas make his presentation. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do not know what 
I would do under the circumstances as 
they exist. I want to know one thing. I 
do not want to start debate on my 
amendment for 20 minutes and goof 
around 2 hours on the other amend
ment and come back to mine. 

If I am going to make one of my 
barn-burning speeches, I want it to be 
in consecutive order of the amend
ment and not be interrupted by this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the unanimous con
sent request? 

Mr. WARNER. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. DECONCINI. I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to table the motion to recon
sider. 

The yeas and nays have been or
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BrnENJ is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. RUDMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 126 Leg.] 

YEAS-47 
Armstrong Cohen Gore 
Bingaman D'Amato Gramm 
Bond Danforth Grassley 
Boren Dixon Hatch 
Boschwitz Dole Hecht 
Cochran Domenici Heinz 

Helms Nickles Stafford 
Hollings Nunn Stevens 
Humphrey Packwood Symms 
Kassebaum Pressler Thurmond 
Kasten Quayle Trible 
Lugar Reid Wallop 
McCain Roth Warner 
McClure Shelby Wilson 
McConnell Simpson Wirth 
Murkowski Specter 

NAYS-50 
Adams Exon Melcher 
Baucus Ford Metzenbaum 
Bentsen Fowler Mikulski 
Bradley Garn Mitchell 
Breaux Glenn Moynihan 
Bumpers Graham Pell 
Burdick Harkin Proxmire 
Byrd Hatfield Pryor 
Chafee Heflin Riegle 
Chiles Inouye Rockefeller 
Conrad Johnston Sanford 
Cranston Kennedy Sar banes 
Dasch le Kerry Sasser 
DeConcini Lau ten berg Simon 
Dodd Leahy Stennis 
Duren berger Levin Weicker 
Evans Matsunaga 

NOT VOTING-3 
Biden Karnes Rudman 

So the motion to table the motion to 
reconsider was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. DOLE. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CONRAD). Is there objection? 

Mr. McCLURE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
The legislative clerk resumed and 

concluded the call of the roll, and the 
following Senators entered the Cham
ber and answered to their names: 

[Quorum No. 18] 
Adams Exon Nickles 
Bingaman Ford Nunn 
Boren Glenn Packwood 
Bumpers Graham, Pressler 
Burdick Florida Proxmire 
Byrd Gramm. Texas Quayle 
Chiles Grassley Roth 
Cochran Hatfield Sar banes 
Cohen Heflin Sasser 
Conrad Johnston Simon 
Cranston Kasten Specter 
D 'Amato Leahy Stevens 
Dasch l e McCain Thurmond 
Dodd McClure Warner 
Dole Melcher Weicker 
Evans Murkowski Wirth 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be instruct
ed to request the attendance of absent 
Senators, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] to instruct the Sergeant at 
Arms to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD] is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from Nebras
ka [Mr. KARNES], and the Senator 
from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 23, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.J 

YEAS- 72 
Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Cha fee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Dasch le 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 

Armstrong 
Bond 
Boschwitz 
Danforth 
Evans 
Garn 
Hatch 
Hecht 

Biden 
Humphrey 

Exon Mitchell 
Ford Moynihan 
Fowler Nunn 
Glenn Packwood 
Gore Pell 
Graham Pressler 
Gramm Pryor 
Grassley Reid 
Harkin Riegle 
Hatfield Rockefeller 
Heflin Roth 
Hollings Rudman 
Inouye Sar banes 
Johnston Sasser 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerry Simon 
Lau ten berg Simpson 
Leahy Stafford 
Levin Stennis 
Matsunaga Thurmond 
McClure Trible 
Melcher Warner 
Metzenbaum Wil son 
Mikulski Wirth 

NAYS-23 
Heinz Proxmire 
Helms Quayle 
Kasten Specter 
Lugar Stevens 
McCain Symms 
McConnell Wallop 
Murkowski Weicker 
Nickles 

NOT VOTING-5 
Karnes 
Kassebaum 

Sanford 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 

the addition of Senators voting who do 
not answer the quorum call, a quorum 
is now present. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a copy of an 
agreement issued by the Congressional 
Budget Office relating to the summit 
agreement be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the agree
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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SUMMIT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT 

AND THE JOINT LEADERSHIP OF CONGRESS 

1. The elements of this agreement should 
provide for deficit reduction amounts that 
exceed the requirements of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Re
affirmation Act of 1987 and thus when fully 
implemented eliminate the need for seques
tration. 

2. The package outline is approved by the 
President, the Speaker, and the Majority 
and Republican Leadership of Congress. 

3. The President and the Leadership of 
Congress agree to carry out this agreement. 

4. The President's FY 1989 budget shall 
comply with the appropriations levels in 
this agreement. 

5. For FY 1988 Congress shall present rec
onciliation and the continuing resolution <or 
other appropriations legislation) to the 
President concurrently. 

6. Congress shall provide sufficient budget 
authority to achieve full levels of domestic, 
international affairs, and defense outlays, in 
both FY 1988 and FY 1989. 

7. Agreed upon discretionary spending 
levels are as follows: 

!In billions of dollarsJ 

Fiscal year -

Category 1988 1989 

Budget Outlays Budget Outlays authority authority 

Domestic ... 145.1 160.3 148.1 169.2 
International Affairs ( 150) 17.8 16.5 18.l 16.1 
Defense ( 050) 1 ••• 292.0 285.4 299.5 294.0 

1 Functional total includes mandatory spending. 
Note.-The President and leadership agree that. in implementing this 

agreement, essential programs serving the poor, including the elderly, should be 
a priority. 

8. Discretionary scorekeeping: Use CBO 
estimates with an agreed-upon list of discre
tionary accounts; no change in methodology 
from the current CBO-OMB understanding. 
CBO and OMB shall work together to re
solve scoring methodology problems on 
mandatory accounts. 

9. The following procedures will be uti
lized to implement this agreement for 
spending: 

a. FY 1988-The agreement will provide 
ceilings for defense and non-defense domes
tic spending <including international af
fairs); the continuing resolution or other ap
propriations legislation will carry them out. 

b. FY 1989-The FY 1988 reconciliation 
bill will specify: 

i. agreed-upon defense and non-defense 
budget authority and outlay discretionary 
ceilings; 

ii. the FY 1989 budget resolution, and 
committee 302 (a) and (b) allocations pursu
ant thereto, shall be consistent with the 
agreement; and 

iii. in the Senate, a three-fifths point of 
order will lie against a budget resolution 
that is inconsistent with the agreement. 

c. Neither the Congress nor the President 
shall initiate supplementals except in the 
case of dire emergency. When the Executive 
Branch makes such a request, it shall be ac
companied by a presidentially-transmitted 
budget amendment to Congress. 

d. For FY 1988 in the Senate, before the 
continuing resolution <or other appropria
tions legislation) comes to the floor, a sepa
rate resolution will modify the relationship 
between reconciliation and defense spend
ing, and adjust 302(a) allocations and 
budget totals for 311 purposes to conform 

with the agreement. The leadership will 
seek a waiver of points of order under sec
tions 302 and 311 for the FY 1988 continu
ing resolution if it conforms to this agree
ment. 

10. The $9 billion in receipts in 1988 and 
the $14 billion in receipts in 1989 are gross 
figures and the ingredients composing these 
figures will be determined through the reg
ular legislative process and conference 
agreement, subject to the President's signa
ture or veto. 

11. Pending the enactment of legislation 
to implement this agreement, the President 
shall take such action consistent with cur
rent law as may be necessary to reduce the 
effects of sequestration and provide for 
minimal disruption of on-going governmen
tal programs and services during this inter
im period. 

PROPOSED BUDGET COMPROMISE 

Revenues: 
Hard taxes ... . ...................... .................. ......... . 
IRS compliance (net) .. . 
User fees ......................... . 

Subtotal, revenues ... 

Spending: 
Defense (function 050) ..... 
Nondefense discretionary . 
1989 effect of 1988 2 �p�e�r�c�~�n�t� pay .. 

Entitlements: 
Medicare ................ . 
Farm price supports 
GSL balances ........ . 
Federal personnel. .. 

Subtotal, entitlements .. . 
Debt service .......................... . 

Subtotal. spending ... 

Additional savings: 
PBGC premiums .................... .. .. . 
VA origination fee extension .. . 
VA loan guarantee .... 
Asset sales ..... 

Subtotal. .. 

Grand total ..... 

Fiscal year-

1988 1989 

$9.00 $14.00 
1.60 2.90 
.40 .40 

11.00 17.30 

5.00 8.20 
2.60 3.40 
0 2.40 

2.00 3.50 
.90 1.60 
.25 0 
.85 .85 

4.00 5.95 
120 3.50 

12.80 2145 

.40 .40 

.20 .20 

.80 LOO 
5.00 3.50 

6.40 5.10 

30.20 45.85 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. My inquiry is as to 
the pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to reconsid
er the vote whereby the Johnston 
amendment was tabled. 

Mr. WARNER. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have not. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

There being no further debate, the 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BrnEN] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 48, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 
YEAS-48 

Adams Evans M elcher 
Baucus Ford Metzenbaum 
Bentsen Garn Mikulski 
Bradley Glenn Mitchell 
Breaux Graham Moynihan 
Bumpers Harkin Pell 
Burdick Hatfield Proxmire 
Byrd Heflin Pryor 
Chafee Inouye Riegle 
Chiles Johnston Rockefeller 
Conrad K ennedy Sanford 
Cranston Kerry Sar banes 
Dasch le Lau ten berg Sasser 
DeConcini Leahy Simon 
Dodd Levin Stennis 
Durenbcrger Matsunaga Weicker 

NAYS-50 
Armstrong Hatch Quayle 
Bingaman Hecht Reid 
Bond Heinz Roth 
Boren Helms Rudman 
Boschwitz Hollings Shelby 
Cochran Humphrey Simpson 
Cohen Kassebaum Specter 
D 'Amato K asten Stafford 
Danforth Lugar Stevens 
Dixon McCain Symms 
Dole McClure Thurmond 
Domenici McConnell Trible 
Exon Murkowski Wallop 
Fowler Ni ckles Warner 
Gore Nunn Wilson 
Gramm Packwood Wirth 
Grassley Pressler 

NOT VOTING-2 
Biden Karnes 

So the motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the amendment <No. 2015) 
was tabled was rejected. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wish to 
submit for the RECORD a statement 
which will clear up the situation sur
rounding the right of a Senator to sug
gest the absence of a quorum. Article 
I, section 5 of the Constitution states 
that to do business a majority shall 
constitute a quorum. Thus it is a con
stitutional right of any Senator before 
the Senate does any business to 
demand that a quorum be present. 

In addition Senate procedure on 
pages 833 through 867 enumerates the 
precedents surrounding this right. 
There is no question that a quorum 
call was in order before the call of the 
roll on the motion to table the motion 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
Johnston amendment was tabled, a 
fact which I am told the Parliamentar
ian has confirmed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Arkansas is recognized to offer an 
amendment relative to SALT II. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for about 30 seconds so I 
can give our colleagues a general idea 
about the schedule? 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY. May we have order, 

please, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

KERRY). The Senate will be in order. 
Senators having conversations will 
please retire to the Cloakroom or take 
their seats. The Senate is not in order. 
Senators will please restrain their con
versations. 

The Senator from Arkansas has 
been asked a question. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, that 
amendment is offered on behalf of 
Senators CHAFEE, HEINZ, LEAHY' and 
myself, and I have consistently offered 
a 2-hour time agreement. Each one of 
the cosponsors of the amendment, of 
course, will want to speak. I would cer
tainly be willing to enter into a 2-hour 
time agreement. Unless there are a lot 
of people on that side who wish to 
speak in opposition, I would think we 
could get through within an hour, an 
hour and a half. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like very much to enter into a time 
agreement. It had not been shopped 
around at this stage. From my own 
perspective I would welcome a 2-hour 
time agreement. I would want to re
serve the right to have amendments to 
the Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is almost identi
cal to the amendment that was agreed 
to in conference last year. This amend
ment prevailed in the Senate 57 to 41 
last year. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a point. Maybe we 
could start the debate and kick it 
around among a few people and see 
whether we do have enough agree
ment to have a time agreement. Oth
erwise, we could probably spend a half 
an hour here talking about whether 
we could have a time agreement. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, who has 
the floor-Mr. BUMPERS? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas has the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield to the major
ity leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is this 
amendment a first-degree amend
ment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is. 
Mr. BYRD. Will there be a second

degree amendment offered? 
Mr. BUMPERS. There will be. 
Mr. BYRD. Does the time contem

plated include the time on both 
amendments? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. President. Under the unanimous
consent order previously entered, were 

second-degree amendments allowed to 
any of the amendments that were 
listed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
answer is yes, there were. 

Mr. ADAMS. They were allowed two 
amendments on that list of people 
who were identified as being recog
nized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed by the Parliamen
tarian that that is correct. 

Mr. ADAMS. There are second
degree amendments allowed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are second-degree amendments al
lowed. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. The question then-
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we are 

still not in order. I am having an aw
fully hard time hearing the majority 
leader and he is only 10 feet away 
from me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Vermont is correct. If 
Senators in the aisles will please take 
their seats or take their conversations 
to the Cloakroom, the Senate will be 
in order so it can proceed with its busi
ness. The Senate will suspend until we 
are in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think 
the Senate should have an under
standing as to what the second-degree 
amendment is. If time is limited on the 
first-degree amendment only, that 
may create some problem with respect 
to a second-degree amendment. Is it 
the proposal that the 2 hours cover 
both amendments? 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is, Mr. Leader. 
Mr. BYRD. I have no knowledge of 

the substance of the second-degree 
amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE. Will the Senator 
yield. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. McCLURE. I might aid the reso

lution of this particular issue. I will 
object to a time limit until I know 
what the second-degree amendment is. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2018 

<Purpose: To reinforce the INF Treaty by 
restricting funding for excessive levels of 
MIRV 'd strategic nuclear forces, and for 
other purposes) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS], for himself, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CHAFEE, 
and Mr. HEINZ, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2018. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
off er that amendment on behalf of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
HEINZ], Senator CHAFEE, Senator 
LEAHY, and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If I 

may say, regular order is for the clerk 
to report unless there is a unanimous
consent request that the clerk not 
report. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS and Mr. NUNN ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chai.r. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me for 1 minute 
for the purpose of making an an
nouncement about a meeting of the 
Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Mississippi for that purpose. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has the 

reading been called off? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection to termination of the 
reading of the amendment? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 
On page 171, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC'. !121. INF TIU:ATY �1�u�;�1�~�F�O�H�(�'�E�M�E�N�T� ,\{'T OF 

1!188. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.- This section may be 
cited as the "INF Treaty Reinforcement Act 
of 1988" . 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.-The Con
gress finds that-

< 1) the INF Treaty has been signed by 
President Reagan and endorsed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of State, and 
the Secretary of Defense; 

(2) the INF Treaty, which the President 
submitted to the Senate on January 25, 
1988, for its advice and consent to ratifica
tion, is strongly supported by the Congress 
and the American people; 

(3) the INF Treaty eliminates Soviet inter
mediate and shorter-range ballistic missiles 
targeted on the NATO allies of the United 
States in Europe; 

(4) the military benefits of the INF 
Treaty to the United States and its NATO 
allies gained by the elimination of these 
classes of Soviet ballistic missiles could be 
undermined by the Soviet Union through 
the deployment of additional long-range nu
clear weapons, the numbers of which are 
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currently not subject to any legally binding 
limitations or informal mutual interim re
straint measures; 

(5) at present there are effectively no 
limits on the number of strategic weapons 
the Soviet Union or the United States may 
deploy; 

(6) the achievement of a verifiable strate
gic arms agreement that strengthens the se
curity interests of the United States and its 
NATO allies is an important security objec
tive, and the Congress supports the Presi
dent's continuing efforts to conclude such 
an agreement; 

(7) it is possible that such an agreement 
may not be reached during 1988 or 1989; 

(8) the Soviet Union is currently produc
ing and deploying new SS- 24 and SS- 25 
ICBMs and new SS-N-20 and SS-N- 23 
SLBMs, and will shortly be deploying mod
ernized versions of the SS-18 ICBM, strate
gic ballistic missiles which are not restricted 
by the INF Treaty; and 

(9) it is in the security interests of the 
United States and the NATO alliance to re
strict the numbers of these and other Soviet 
strategic offensive weapons deployed by the 
Soviet Union, both to reinforce the INF 
Treaty and to limit the strategic threat to 
the United States and its NATO allies. 

(C) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS.-Not
withstanding any other provision of law and 
subject to the provisions of subsection (f), 
60 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act, no funds may be obligated or expended 
through September 30, 1989, to overhaul, 
maintain, operate, or deploy any MIRVed 
strategic nuclear weapons launcher or plat
form that would cause the United States to 
exceed the numbers of MIRVed ICBMs, 
MIRVed ballistic missiles, and MIRVed stra
tegic systems that it had deployed on Janu
ary 25, 1988. Not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi
dent shall notify the Congress of his plans 
for carrying out the provisions of this sub-
section. · 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.- Not later 
than December 1, 1988, the President shall 
submit to the Congress a report, in both 
classified and unclassified versions, describ
ing the numbers and types of operational 
strategic nuclear weapons launchers and 
platforms that the United States and the 
Soviet Union have dismantled since October 
1972. 

(e) POLICY ON INTERIM RESTRAINT 
REGIME.- The Congress recognizes that al
ternative mutual interim restraint regimes 
are possible that would be in the security in
terests of the United States and its allies, 
and the Congress, therefore, hereby encour
ages the President to pursue such alterna
tive approaches so that effective restraints 
on offensive nuclear forces are applied on a 
mutual basis until a new strategic offensive 
arms agreement can be concluded. 

(f) WAIVER.- 0) The prohibition con
tained in subsection (c) shall not apply if 
the President notifies the Congress in writ
ing that-

(A) a new strategic arms agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union has entered into force; 

(B) the United States and the Soviet 
Union have agreed upon an alternative 
regime for interim restraint on strategic nu
clear weapons; or 

(C) the Soviet Union has deployed strate
gic launchers and platforms-

(i) in excess of the numbers of launchers 
of MIRVed ICBMs, or MIRVed ballistic mis
siles, or MIRVed strategic systems that it 
had deployed on January 25, 1988; and 

(ii) in excess of the number of launchers 
and platforms of MIRVed strategic systems 
that the United States had deployed on that 
date. 

(2) Such notification shall be accompanied 
by a report, in both classified and unclassi
fied versions, providing information upon 
which the President bases his notification. 

(g) TEMPORARY WAIVER.- The prohibition 
contained in subsection (c) shall not apply 
for any period of 30 days if the President 
notifies the Congress in writing that, based 
on the best agreed Intelligence Community 
assessments, he is unable to determine 
whether the Soviet Union has exceeded the 
levels of strategic forces specified in clauses 
(i) and (ii) of subsection (f)(l)(C). 

(h) DEFINITIONS.- For purposes of this 
section-

( 1) the term " INF Treaty" means the 
Treaty Between the United States of Amer
ica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics on the Elimination of Their Intermedi
ate and Shorter-Range Missiles, done at 
Washington on December 8, 1987; 

(2) the term " MIRVed" means equipped 
with multiple independently-targetable re
entry vehicles; and 

(3) the term "MIRVed strategic systems" 
means MIRV ed ICBMs, MIRVed SLBMs, 
and heavy bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
use 1 minute now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did I 
understand the Senator from Arkan
sas has reserved his time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield to the Sena
tor for the purpose of the announce
ment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we 
have a great number of full committee 
members of the Appropriations Com
mittee downstairs now assembling. We 
can proceed. I think we are making 
headway, if we can go on down now 
and be prepared then to vote and so 
forth. It is in room S-128 where we are 
already assembling, and are ready to 
have the explanation. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the Sena
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair corrects itself. The Senator 
from Arkansas has reserved his right. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2019 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2018 

(Purpose: To reinforce the INF Treaty by 
restricting funding for excessive levels of 
MIRVed strategic nuclear forces, and for 
other purposes) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk to the 
pending amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before 
we proceed, is there objection to the 
Senator yielding for the purpose for 
which it has been stated? 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Reserving the 
right to object, Mr. President, is there 
a time agreement? Does the Senator 
from Arkansas intend to enter into a 
time agreement? 

Mr. BUMPERS. There is not a time 
agreement. I tried to make it clear a 
while ago that we will try to finish 
this in less than 2 hours. I offered a 2-
hour time agreement. There was an 
objection to that. So I said we will 
start, and hope to finish in an hour or 
an hour and a half. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2019 to 
Amendment No. 2018. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. QUAYLE. Objection. 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will resume the reading of the 
amendment. 

The bill clerk continued reading the 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 

what purpose does the Senator ad
dress the Chair? 

Mr. LEAHY. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Regu
lar order is for the amendment to be 
reported at this time. 

The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The bill clerk continued reading the 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I ask unanimous con

sent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the pending amendment, strike all 

after the words "Short Title," and insert 
the following: 

This section may be cited as the " INF 
Treaty Reinforcement Act of 1988". 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.-The Con
gress finds that-

(1) the INF Treaty has been signed by 
President Reagan and endorsed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of State, and 
the Secretary of Defense; 

(2) the INF Treaty, which the President 
submitted to the Senate on January 25, 
1988, for its advice and consent to ratifica
tion, is strongly supported by the Congress 
and the American people; 
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(3) the INF Treaty eliminates Soviet inter

mediate and shorter-range ballistic missiles 
targeted on the NATO allies of the United 
States in Europe; 

(4) the military benefits of the INF 
Treaty to the United States and its NATO 
allies gained by the elimination of these 
classes of Soviet ballistic missiles could be 
undermined by the Soviet Union through 
the deployment of additional long-range nu
clear weapons, the numbers of which are 
currently not subject to any legally binding 
limitations or informal mutual interim re
straint measures; 

(5) at present there are effectively no 
limits on the number of strategic weapons 
the Soviet Union or the United States may 
deploy; 

(6) the achievement of a verifiable strate
gic arms agreement that strengthens the se
curity interests of the United States and its 
NATO allies is an important security objec
tive, and the Congress supports the Presi
dent's continuing efforts to conclude such 
an agreement; 

(7) it is possible that such an agreement 
may not be reached during 1988 or 1989; 

(8) the Soviet Union is currently produc
ing and deploying new SS- 24 and SS-25 
ICBMs and new SS- N-20 and SS-N-23 
SLBMs, and will shortly be deploying mod
ernized versions of the SS-18 ICBM, strate
gic ballistic missiles which are not restricted 
by the INF Treaty; and 

(9) it is in the security interests of the 
United States and the NATO alliance to re
strict the numbers of these and other Soviet 
strategic offensive weapons deployed by the 
Soviet Union, both to reinforce the INF 
Treaty and to limit the strategic threat to 
the United States and its NATO allies. 

(C) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS.-Not
withstanding any other provision of law and 
subject to the provisions of subsection (f), 
60 da,ys after the date of enactment of this 
Act, no funds may be obligated or expended 
through September 30, 1989, to overhaul, 
maintain, operate, or deploy any MIRVed 
strategic nuclear weapons launcher or plat
form that would cause the United States to 
exceed the numbers of MIRVed ICBMs, 
MIRVed ballistic missiles, and MIRVed stra
tegic systems that it had deployed on Janu
ary 25, 1988. Not later than 30 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Presi
dent shall notify the Congress of his plans 
for carrying out the provisions of this sub
section. 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Not later 
than December 1, 1988, the President shall 
submit to the Congress a report. in both 
classified and unclassified versions, describ
ing the numbers and types of operational 
strategic nuclear weapons launchers and 
platforms that the United States and the 
Soviet Union have dismantled since October 
1972. 

(e) POLICY ON INTERIM RESTRAINT 
REGIME.-The Congress recognizes that al
ternative mutual interim restraint regimes 
are possible that would be in the security in
terests of the United States and its allies, 
and the Congress, therefore, hereby encour
ages the President to pursue such alterna
tive approaches so that effective restraints 
on offensive nuclear forces are applied on a 
mutual basis until a new strategic offensive 
arms agreement can be concluded. 

(f} WAIVER.-<1> The prohibition con
tained in subsection (c) shall not apply if 
the President notifies the Congress in writ
ing that-

<A> a new strategic arms agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union has entered into force; 

<B> the United States and the Soviet 
Union have agreed upon an alternative 
regime for interim restraint on strategic nu
clear weapons; or 

<C> the Soviet Union has deployed strate
gic launchers and platforms-

< D in excess of the numbers of launchers 
of MIRVed ICBMs, or MIRVed ballistic mis
siles that it had deployed on January 25, 
1988; or 

(ii) in excess of the number of launchers 
and platforms of MIRVed strategic systems 
that the United States had deployed on that 
date. 

(2) Such notification shall be accompanied 
by a report, in both classified and unclassi
fied versions, providing information upon 
which the President bases his notification. 

(g) TEMPORARY WAIVER.-The prohibition 
contained in subsection <c> shall not apply 
for any period of 30 days if the President 
notifies the Congress in writing that, based 
on the best agreed Intelligence Community 
assessments, he is unable to determine 
whether the Soviet Union has exceeded the 
levels of strategic forces specified in clauses 
(i} and (ii) of subsection (f}(l)(C). 

(h) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
section-

< 1) the term " INF Treaty" means the 
Treaty Between the United States of Amer
ica and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics on the Elimination of Their Intermedi
ate and Shorter-Range Missiles, done at 
Washington on December 8, 1987; 

(2) the term " MIRVed" means equipped 
with multiple independently-targetable re
entry vehicles; and 

(3) the term " MIRVed strategic systems" 
means MIRVed ICBMs, MIRV ed SLBMs, 
and heavy bombers equipped with air
launched cruise missiles. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I seek 

the floor. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on the underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina is recog
nized. 

If we could wait for the Chair to rec
ognize, we could proceed in a more or
derly fashion. 

Mr. HELMS. I am sorry. I did not 
understand the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair had not recognized anybody at 
that point in time. The Chair recog
nizes the Senator from North Caroli
na. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Now, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It 
takes unanimous consent to order the 
yeas and nays with respect to the un
derlying amendment. Is there objec
tion to ordering the yeas and nays? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par
liamentary inquiry. Does the Senator 
from North Carolina ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment as I origi
nally offered it? 

Mr. HELMS. That is correct. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It 

takes unanimous consent in order for 
it to be in order for the yeas and nays 
to be ordered on the underlying 
amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY and Mr. BUMPERS ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS. There is an objec
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be able to yield 
to the Senator from Ohio for the pur
pose of a matter relating to Irving 
Berlin, regarding his lOOth birthday, a 
man much beloved by the rest of us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I thank the Senator from Vermont, 
and I appreciate the fact I have the 
floor, but I am advised that the Sena
tor from New York [Mr. D'AMATO] 
wanted to be here for this purpose. I 
am waiting to see if he will get here. It 
will only take us 1 minute. It is a short 
resolution. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment, for a com
ment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know 

this is going to be on a matter relating 
to the lOOth birthday of Irving Berlin. 
If we are going to have many more 
delays getting to it, the Senator from 
Ohio may want to adjust it to the 
lOlst birthday of Irving Berlin. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistance legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescind
ed, with the understanding that at the 
conclusion--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator may not qualify the purpose 
for the quorum call. 

Is there objection to the order for 
the quorum call being rescinded? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 
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The Senator from Ohio is recog

nized. 

APPRECIATION AND GRATITUDE 
TO IRVING BERLIN 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
this is a momentous day in American 
history. It is the occasion of the lOOth 
birthday of probably America's most 
famous composer. Tonight there is a 
major celebration in his honor. Irving 
Berlin is 100 years old as of today. 

I offer a very short resolution, on 
behalf of myself and Senator 
D' AMATO. I send to the desk the reso
lution and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution <S. Res. 428) to express ap
preciation and gratitude to Irving Berlin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the present consid
eration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the resolution reads as follows: 

S. RES. 428 
Whereas, Irving Berlin, like no other com

poser, has brought American popular song 
into the lives and hearts of every American; 

Whereas, after emigrating from Russia in 
1892, Irving Berlin celebrated the spirit of 
the United States in his patriotic songs, in
cluding his inspiring and well-loved "God 
Bless America''; 

Whereas, each of us has a personal favor
ite Irving Berlin song, be it "White Christ
mas", "Top Hat", "Cheek to Cheek", "Blue 
Skies", or "Easter Parade" that we find our
selves humming or singing as the years go 
by; and 
· Whereas, May 11, 1988, is Irving Berlin's 
lOOth birthday, marking his century-long 
love affair with America: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
expresses its sincere appreciation and grati
tude to Irving Berlin for his century of 
faithful and exemplary contributions to our 
Nation through his delightful and enduring 
songs. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to mark the birthday of one 
of the greatest living musicians of our 
century: Irving Berlin. Last July, I in
troduced a resolution honoring him, 
and I am pleased to note that this res
olution passed the Senate by unani
mous consent on October 30, 1987. I 
am even more heartened today to be 
able to send him the good wishes of 
this body on his lOOth birthday. A cen
tury of music, indeed. 

Mr. Berlin emigrated from Russia 
with his family at the age of 5, and 
became a resident of the Lower East 
Side of New York City. His father died 
when he was 8 years old and Mr. 
Berlin was forced to leave school to 
contribute to the support of his 
family. Because of his love for singing 
and music, Mr. Berlin began his career 
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singing on the streets and collecting 
whatever change he could get. At the 
age of 17, Mr. Berlin obtained a job as 
a singing waiter at the Pelham Cafe in 
downtown New York. It was during his 
stint at the Pelham Cafe that Mr. Ber
lin's talent was first recognized and he 
was commissioned to write what would 
be his first hit song in 1909, "Dor
ando." His career escalated from there 
to make him the success he has 
become today. 

There are few who could claim the 
lifetime achievements of Mr. Berlin. 
He has written the music and lyrics 
for over 900 songs, 19 musicals, and 18 
movies. He had his first hit in 1909, 
wrote his first musical in 1916, and has 
not stopped writing since. As recently 
as 1962, he came out with the musical 
"Mr. President." 

The number of hits Mr. Berlin has 
had is astounding. He has written 
songs such as "Oh, How I Hate To Get 
Up in the Morning," "Cheek to 
Cheek," and "Puttin' on the Ritz," 
among others. He has also written the 
scores for "Annie Get Your Gun," 
"Top Hat." But perhaps the song he 
has received the most recognition for 
is "God Bless America," for which he 
received the Congressional Gold 
Medal from President Eisenhower in 
1955. This song has become our unoffi
cial national anthem. 

Irving Berlin has entertained Amer
ica with his songs for over three-quar
ters of a century. His music has 
become symbolic of the American 
spirit just as his life is symbolic of the 
American dream-he is a success in 
the field he loves. Mr. Berlin has 
brought pure pleasure to the Ameri
can people through his music. For 
this, Irving Berlin deserves great con
gratulations on his birthday, and may 
he have many more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu
tion. 

The resolution <S. Res. 428) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRYOR). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let 
me just say for the information of 
people who might not have known 
what was going on here the last few 

minutes, the amendment that I of
fered was sort of superseded by the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont, Mr. LEAHY, and it was admitted
ly designed to fill up the tree. But we 
concluded, after we did it, that it was 
not all that important. What his 
amendment does, so everybody here 
will understand, it simply changes 
about three words in my amendment 
to give it some consistency. 

I do not want to go into a belabored 
explanation of it, but we had used the 
phrase "MIRV'd systems" twice which 
made our amendment slightly incon
sistent. It would not have been fatal. 
It was not a really big deal. But just to 
be consistent and to make it read 
right, we changed it. That is all the 
Leahy amendment does. So nobody 
need to be looking for any hidden 
tricks as to what the Leahy amend
ment does. 

Having said that, let me say that on 
the defense authorization bill it just 
seems we have these amendments we 
have to ritualistically offer every year, 
such as SDI and such as this amend
ment. 

Last October 2, the Senate voted 57 
to 41 to continue observing the sublim
its of the SALT II Treaty. We had a 
good debate on it and the Senate over
whelmingly voted to continue. Even 
though that was an unratified treaty 
and even though the word "SALT" is 
apparently the dirtiest word you can 
say to the President or anybody in the 
White House, that is what we did. 

Now, if the White House is hung up 
on the word "SALT;" that does not 
bother me. The reason we are offering 
this for the fifth consecutive year
and I might say the Senate for the 
previous 4 years has voted almost 
overwhelmingly for some constraints 
on the nuclear arms race-all we are 
offering this amendment for is to say 
the INF Treaty is fine. We are all for 
it. It will not have 20 votes against it 
in this body. 

Second, we have been trying to nego
tiate a really substantial reduction in 
nuclear weapons with the Soviet 
Union under the START Treaty. We 
now know and everybody says that we 
cannot possibly reach an agreement by 
the time the President goes to 
Moscow. I do not know when we will 
reach an agreement. But I want to say 
that unless we do reach an agreement 
soon, we need some kind of restraint 
on both the United States and the 
Soviet Union in this continuing escala
tion of the arms race. 

For the record and the benefit of 
anybody who may be listening, the 
sublimits that we have voted on in the 
past here are these under the SALT II 
Treaty: Either side is limited to 820 
MIRV'd ICBM's. Both sides-and I am 
talking about an unratified treaty 
SALT II-both sides were limited to 
820 MIRV'd ICBM's such as we have 
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in silos out West, the Minuteman III, 
principally. 

No. 2, both sides were limited to 
1,200 missiles, MIRV'd missiles, that 
is, ICBM's and SLBM's. That means 
the kind that sit in the silos out West 
plus the missiles on our submarines-
1,200. You can mix them up just about 
any way you want to. 

For example, we have 550 MIRV'd 
ICBM's. The Soviets have 803 as of 
right now. But we make up the differ
ence between 550 and 1,200 with sub
marine missiles, which incidentally 
happens to be my favorite deterrent to 
the Soviet Union. 

The third category, of course, was all 
MIRV'd systems which includes 
ICBM's, submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles and bombers that carry the 
cruise missile. 

So, here were the limits: 820 MIRV'd 
ICBM's, 1,200 combination of MIRV'd 
ICBM's and SLBM's and 1,320 ICBM 
submarine-launched and bomber-car
rying cruise missiles. 

In 1980, during the campaign, candi
date Reagan said he did not like the 
SALT Treaty; that it was fatally 
flawed. In 1982, he said he had 
changed his mind and that as long as 
the Soviet Union maintained a compli
ance with the numbers in that unrati
fied treaty so would we. 

That was the situation until late No
vember 1986 when President Reagan 
said we are no longer going to comply 
with what we call our no-undercut 
policy; that is, we are no longer going 
to comply with the numerical limits of 
the treaty. 

So the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. HEINZ, the Senator from Rhode 
Island, Mr. CHAFEE, and the Senator 
from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, and I got 
together in a bipartisan spirit and 
came to the Senate and said, "We 
think this is bad business." 

Last October 2, this Senate voted 57 
to 41 to continue complying with those 
SALT II limits. The House had al
ready voted to do the same thing. So 
you had the House and the Senate 
both saying, "Mr. President, don't 
exceed the limits. No money herein 
may be used to exceed the limits." 

The President threatened to veto 
the bill. And to his credit, the distin
guished Senator from Georgia, Mr. 
NUNN, called me and stayed in close 
touch with me during the time the 
Senate and the House were in confer
ence. He said, "We would like to get 
this bill signed. The President will not 
sign it as it is presently drafted. Here 
is what we are proposing." And he 
gave me their proposal. 

While I did not like it, and my col
leagues who had fought with me on 
this did not like it, we agreed to it. We 
were interested in getting a bill passed, 
too. 

And so here is what the conference 
said last year when they tinkered with 
it just a little bit. It did allow us and 

the Soviet Union both to exceed the 
1,320 limit, but not by a lot. And it cer
tainly kept some wraps on the nuclear 
arms race. Here is what the conferees 
said when they did this. And I want to 
read this into the RECORD, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The conferees note that decisions taken 
for budgetary reasons elsewhere in the bill 
will have the effect of stabilizing U.S. stra· 
tegic forces during fiscal year 1988 at rough
ly the level deployed as of the date of enact
ment of the bill. The conferees 
-and this is critical-

The conferees believe that maintaining in
terim restraint and strategic defense force 
levels is not only prudent in light of current 
budget realities, but also consistent with the 
recent progress in the ST ART negotiations 
and the continuing Soviet practice of retir
ing older ICBM's and SLBM's prior to the 
end of their normal service life. 

Assuming the progress continues to be 
made in ST ART, and that the Soviet Union 
continues early retirement of ICBM 's and 
SLBM's it would be the intent of the confer
ees to take such actions as may be required 
to maintain U.S. and Soviet interim re
straint, including the option of foregoing 
the overhaul of additional Poseidon class 
submarines near the ending of their normal 
service life. 

So, Mr. President, last year the 
House and the Senate both voted to 
limit MIRV 'd system to 1,320 on both 
sides. Incidentally, just for anybody 
who does not study this, I will give you 
an interesting statistic. 

Let me assume that when the ninth 
Trident submarine goes to sea this 
fall-we are not going to do this, but 
may we do it later, but just for argu
ment purposes-let me assume when 
the ninth Trident submarine goes to 
sea this fall, we put new Trident II 
missiles on it and we put 10 warheads 
on each one of those missiles. The Tri
dent II submarine has 24 missiles. If 
you put 10 warheads on each missile, 
that is 240. 

You know, this is not a part of our 
SIOP, I am sure. I am not privy to 
what our SIOP is. But if the Soviet 
Union should launch a pre-emptive 
strike against the United States that 
destroyed all 550 of our ICBM's in 
their silos out West, destroyed every 
B-52 bomber we have that could possi
bly reach the Soviet Union, destroyed 
every F-11 we have in England that 
could possibly strike the Soviet Union, 
destroyed every aircraft carrier in the 
Mediterranean that had a plane on 
board that is nuclear wired, destroyed 
every single submarine we had except 
just that one little Trident submarine, 
the ninth one, this fall, that Trident 
submarine has the potential ability to 
destroy every city in the Soviet Union 
of over 100,000 people. 

When it comes to overkill, we have 
the ability to destroy the Soviet Union 
perhaps 48 times and they have a com
parable ability to destroy the United 
States, a similar number of times. 

When one lies down on a pillow at 
night, if he reflects on that at all for 

any period of time, it might cost a 
night's sleep. But my point is this. 
Pursuant to what the conference did 
last year, which gave us a decided ad
vantage over the Soviet Union, here is 
essentially where we are right now. 

You see, what the conference did is 
some erosion of the arms control proc
ess. Right now the United States has 
1,336 MIRV'd systems-MIRV'd mis
siles and bombers with cruise missiles. 
Incidentally, I found it curious that 
the debate around here for years was 
that the B-52 ought to be retired and 
we ought to build the B-1, then every
body wanted the Stealth. But the im
portant thing was our pilots were 
flying in airplanes that were older 
than they were. 

If I have heard the argument on this 
floor once, I have heard it 1,000 times. 
Our pilots are flying airplanes older 
than they are. So when the President 
says we are not going to comply with 
the SALT II Treaty any longer, we are 
going to trash it, how did he choose to 
trash it? He chose to put cruise mis
siles on those B-52 bombers. 

If he had said we are going to build 
an extra Trident submarine, or we are 
going to put some more ICBM's in 
silos, that might have made a little 
sense. But those old B-52G's, B-52H's, 
and now we have about 161 B-52 
bombers equipped with cruise missiles, 
so that they are now counted in this 
MIRV'd system. They count as a 
MIRV'd system when you put cruise 
missiles on them. 

They do not count in this 1,320 
number unless you put cruise missiles 
on them. But I thought that was a cu
rious way to trash the treaty. 

But here I go again. The Soviet 
Union right now, these figures could 
vary a few, one way or the other, but 
right now the Soviet Union has 1,270 
MIRV'd launchers and bombers. The 
United States has 1,336. We are not 
only 16 above the SALT II limits, we 
are about 66 above the Soviet Union. 

The bean counters, and there are a 
lot of them in the Senate, I hear them 
talk all the time about how the Soviets 
have more tanks, guns, planes, and ev
erything else than we have-now here 
is one for you. Just since last October 
when we voted on this thing we have 
added enough MIRV'd launchers that 
we now have 1,336 and the Soviet 
Union has 1,270. If that will help you 
sleep at night, to know that we have 
that many more then they do, be my 
guest. 

But what this amendment does, Mr. 
President, it says that none of the 
funds herein may be used to exceed 
the limits that we were at on January 
25. 

Why January 25? Well, it is sort of 
sentimental. That is the day the Presi
dent sent the INF Treaty to the 
Senate. And I picked that day because 
if you are going to talk about reducing 
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nuclear weapons under the INF 
Treaty, why torpedo the whole con
cept by continuing to add long-range 
strategic weapons? 

So, Mr. President, this is not a com
plicated amendment. It says that we 
will stay where we were on January 25, 
and if the President at any time in the 
next fiscal year certifies to us that the 
Soviet Union is above that, he can do 
whatever he wants to. All he has got 
to do is to certify to Congress that the 
Soviet Union is exceeding the limit 
that we have chosen. Not them. 

I might say before the argument 
starts about how the Soviets cheat, 
steal, and lie, every intelligence agency 
we have says that they are generally 
complying with arms treaties and arms 
agreements. Here is the article from 
the New York Times dated January 
10, 1986. I will ask to have it printed in 
the RECORD in just a moment. It says, 
"The Soviet Union has complied 
within the vast majority of important 
arms control provisions, according to 
private congressional testimony by a 
ranking State Department official. 
The same State Department official 
also said in private congressional testi
mony that the United States would 
risk starting an arms race that it 
might lose, if it responded to purport
ed Soviet violations with American ac
tions that run counter to the unrati
fied arms limitation treaty of 1979." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 10, 19861 
U.S. AIDE SAYS SOVIET HAS KEPT MOST ARMS 

PACTS 
<By Michael R. Gordon) 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 9.- The Soviet Union 
has complied with the vast majority of im
portant arms control provisions, according 
to private Congressional testimony by a 
ranking State Department official. 

The same State Department official also 
said in private Congressional testimony that 
the United States would risk starting an 
arms race that it might lose, if it responded 
to purported Soviet violations with Ameri
can actions that run counter to the unrati
fied arms limitation treaty of 1979. 

The disclosure of the testimony was made 
against a background of repeated charges 
by some Reagan Administration officials 
that the Soviet Union has routinely violated 
arms control treaties. 

The State Department testimony was 
given early last year in a closed-door session 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and was recently published by the commit
tee in an unclassified form. 

DEEP DIVISIONS 
The State Department views run counter 

to Defense Department assertions, and pro
vide a look at the deep divisions within the 
Administration on the issue of Soviet com
pliance with arms treaties. 

The Defense Department has asserted 
that the Soviet Union has a "policy of 
treaty violation." Defense Secretary Caspar 
W. Weinberger has recommended to the 

White House that the United States take a 
number of steps that would conflict with 
the unratified 1979 treaty in order to re
spond to a purported pattern of Soviet vio
lations .. 

The State Department comments were 
presented last February by Lieut. Gen. John 
T. Chain, Jr., who was then director of the 
bureau of politico-military affairs in the 
State Department and is now chief of staff 
for the NATO commander. 

The Administration's allegations of Soviet 
treaty violations have not changed funda
mentally since that time. 

In the committee deliberations on the 
purported violations, General Chain said 
there was a need for the committee " to put 
a little balance into the conversation." 

THE LARGE MAJORITY 
He told the committee that the Soviet 

Union has kept most of its treaty commit
ments, although he asserted that it had 
committed some violations. 

" If you take the body of the treaties in a 
macrosense," he said, "they have complied 
with the large majority of the treaties." 

"I would hate to see this body walk out of 
here at the end of day thinking of arms con
trol as no good because the Soviets always 
cheat," he added. "That is not the position 
of the Administration. It certainly is not the 
position of the State Department." 

During the closed session, General Chain 
also differed with Richard N. Perle, an As
sistant Secretary of Defense, over the value 
of the 1979 treaty limits. 

General Chain argued that the Soviet 
Union might be in a better position to move 
ahead in the strategic arms race if the 
treaty limits were dropped. 

He noted that the Administration was 
considering, at that time, whether to dis
mantle a Poseidon submarine when a new 
Trident submarine went to sea. A decision 
not to dismantle the submarine would have 
pushed the United States over a treaty limit 
on the number of multiple-warhead mis
siles. 

RISK IS DESCRIBED 
General Chain said that " If we cross this 

line" and abandon some treaty limits, the 
United States could be at a disadvantage 
since the Soviet Union probably had a far 
greater potential for building up its strate
gic arms than the United States. This is be
cause the Soviet Union does not need public 
support to increase its arms buildup, Gener
al Chain said. 

This view was disputed by Mr. Perle, who 
said in a subsequent committee session that 
there would be " no militarily significant dif
ference" through 1990 if the United States 
abandoned the 1979 arms limitation treaty. 

He told the committee that " the Soviet 
program for the next few years is accommo
dated" by the treaty because the limits set 
in the treaty are high and because the 
Soviet Union can cheat. 

The Administration eventually decided to 
stay within the treaty limits by dismantling 
the Poseidon submarine. But the issue has 
re-emerged because yet another Trident 
submarine is going to sea this May and be
cause the continuing deployment of air
launched cruise missiles on bombers will 
also push the United States over a treaty 
limit unless the Administration takes action 
to offset it. 

OPPOSITION TO DISMANTLING 
The United States could stay within the 

treaty limits by dismantling two Poseidon 
submarines. 

Mr. Weinberger has recommended that 
the Administration not dismantle the two 
Poseidon submarines. 

Instead, he has suggested that the subma
rines be retired for a year. After that time, 
the United States would decide whether to 
overhaul the submarines and send them out 
to sea, or dismantle them. Mr. Weinberger 
also proposed other responses that run 
counter to the 1979 treaty. 

President Reagan, in the public report on 
Soviet " noncompliance" that he made in 
Congress on Dec. 20, did not assess the over
all Soviet record on arms control. While as
serting that there has been a pattern of vio
lations, Mr. Reagan did not address the sub
ject of what steps the Soviet Union had 
taken to comply with arms treaties. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, you 
cannot get one intelligence agency in 
the United States not to tell you that 
the Soviets not only have been dis
mantling missile systems for every one 
they deploy, but they are dismantling 
a much newer, more modern weapon 
than we are. Our Poseidon submarines 
are all going to be out of service in the 
1990's. So, when we dismantle the Po
seidon submarine, we are not giving up 
very much. 

Under this agreement we will have 
to dismantle 51 missile systems by the 
end of the 1989 fiscal year and the 
Soviet Union will have to dismantle 
about 60. 

With no new language, if we do not 
pass this amendment, we will be 
coming out with a new Trident subma
rine this fall and another one in 1989, 
and we will add 51 more MIRV'd sys
tems, or a total of 77 above what we al
ready have exceeded the 1,320 limit 
by. 

You remember last year Senator 
DOLE offered an amendment to our 
amendment saying: "Nothing herein is 
to be considered complying with the 
SALT II Treaty." And we agreed with 
that. 

Mr. President, just as food for 
thought, what if we do not get a 
START Treaty for years? The START 
Treaty is designed to reduce the 
number of warheads on both sides by 
50 percent. We have about 13,000 right 
now. The Soviet Union has about 
12,000. 

So if we had a START agreement 
right now, we would be reducing the 
number of warheads on both sides to 
6,000. But if we do not get a START 
agreement for several years and 10 
years from now we each have 24,000 
warheads and you get a START agree
ment, you are right back to where you 
are right now. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen

ator from Arkansas is correct. I think 
he feels as I do. We hope that Presi
dent Reagan can sign a START Treaty 
before he leaves office. He would like 
to be able to see us get the problems 
on the INF Treaty out of the way so 
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the Senate could advise and consent to 
its ratification by the President. 

But if he cannot sign a START 
Treaty or if the President cannot 
ratify one because we cannot advise 
and consent to it, then I urge the next 
President to make the finishing of an 
agreement, a strategic arms agreement 
that would cut weapons, a top priority. 

In the meantime, the security of 
NATO, the validity of the INF Treaty, 
and the hopes of further arms control 
demand we put some kind of a cap on 
Soviet strategic missiles and bombers. 

Our amendment, in one sense, would 
do this. It freezes U.S. multiple war
head missile and bomber deployments 
at their January 25, of this year levels, 
so long as equivalent Soviet deploy
ments stay at their levels on that date, 
except for overall multiple warhead 
systems. There they could theoretical
ly rise to our 1,345, although, as a 
practical matter, they will not. 

Consider what we are saying, Mr. 
President. The Soviets could break out 
of those ceilings much easier, I believe 
the Senator from Arkansas would 
quickly agree, because of their hot 
missile and bomber production lines. 
They could break out of an agreement 
very quickly, but they have not. 

Why not give them an incentive not 
to break out? Why not give them an 
incentive to stay where they are? Does 
anybody really think we are going to 
gain more security if they increase the 
number of warheads they have or we 
increase the numbers we have? 

All Bumpers-Leahy does is to say: 
"Here we are on January 25. Let us 
keep it at these levels." Both countries 
seem to be able to live within them, 
and I use that term advisedly. Neither 
country has shown any need to go 
beyond those levels. 

So why not have an incentive for 
mutual restraint here? We lose abso
lutely nothing by it. We are saying to 
Moscow, "If you do not increase, we 
will not increase. If you do increase, 
we will do so also, but we know we 
cannot keep up with you for some 
years yet, at least in number of land
based missiles." 

I tried a lot of cases, Mr. President, 
when I was in private law practice, and 
I settled a lot of cases. A settlement 
which says that the other side gives up 
one of their major advantages while 
you give up practically nothing was a 
settlement you like to grab hold of. I 
suppose it would be the same in Ar
kansas. It certainly is the same around 
the country. 

I would like to see us be in a position 
where we could put some kind of cap 
on these missiles and bombers, while 
at the same time encouraging the 
President to go forward with a real 
START agreement, something under 
this he could do. Achieving a START 
Treaty would actually enable him to 
set aside Leahy-Bumpers-Chafee
Heinz. 

Consider the difficulties we are in. 
The President hoped we might ratify 
the INF agreement before he went to 
the Moscow summit, but it appears we 
may not be able to give him the advice 
and consent necessary, for many solid 
reasons. The INF agreement by itself 
is a very minor agreement, and yet it 
may not be ratified by that time. 

In fact, if the worst happened, we 
could end up with a severe political 
crisis in NATO. If the INF agreement 
runs into serious delays all our allies 
will say: "You are going to have to live 
up to your side of the bargain, United 
States, because that is it. As far as we 
are concerned, those U.S. missiles have 
to come out, whether or not you get 
the treaty ratified. 

Those NATO countries went 
through a great deal of political tur
moil when they accepted the U.S. Per
shing and cruise missiles. I have talked 
with most of the defense ministers and 
foreign ministers of our NA TO allies, 
and they tell me, as far as they are 
concerned, the INF deployment plan is 
over. Whether the United States rati
fies it or not, those missiles are coming 
out. 

If we wind up with an unratified 
INF Treaty, the United States is, by 
political pressure, going to have to live 
up to its side of the agreement, and 
there will be nothing on paper requir
ing the Soviets to live up to their side. 

Let us not get ourselves an even 
worse situation, a nuclear arms race 
which the American people do not 
want where the Soviet Union has most 
of the advantages. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, while we 

cannot understand why the Soviet 
Union may have changed some of the 
signals on INF, especially verification, 
I think most of the Members of the 
Senate, both Republicans and Demo
crats, hope that Secretary Shultz' visit 
to Geneva with Mr. Shevardnadze will 
do away with those differences. They 
should be resolved in such a way the 
distinguished Members of this body, 
on both sides of the aisle, who have 
expressed support for the underlying 
goals for the INF agreement can then 
be satisfied as to the verification issues 
which we have legitimately raised, and 
the Senate will be able to advise and 
consent to the INF agreement. 

I, for one, wish that this will be done 
before the President goes to Moscow 
so the President could then ratify the 
INF agreement either before he goes 
to Moscow or at the time he gets 
there. This would put the President of 
the United States in a better negotiat
ing position when he starts talking 
about START. He will not be in any 

position where he will have to explain 
an unratified INF agreement. 

I might also say in that regard that I 
think most Members of the Senate are 
willing to put aside their political 
labels and stand as one with the Presi
dent and hope that he will be able to 
go there with unanimity and support 
on an arms control issue like INF; that 
we can also establish here the kind of 
atmosphere necessary for our chief ne
gotiator, in this case the President of 
the United States, to talk about real 
arms control reductions. 

When the President says he wants 
real reductions and that is his goal, I 
take him at his word. I think if that is 
the case, he deserves the support of 
the United States, the people of this 
country. 

So we face a couple of difficult 
issues here, Mr. President. I can ex
press my hopes as a Senator from Ver
mont that Secretary Shultz and Mr. 
Shevardnadze will be able to settle the 
differences and the questions that 
have been raised by Senators on both 
sides of the aisle in this body and that 
the Senate can then go ahead and 
advise and consent to the INF agree
ment and the Senate can ratify it. 

I also express the other hope, that 
Bumpers-Leahy-Chafee-Heinz amend
ment can be passed once again as it 
has been in the past by this body and 
by the other body, and send a clear 
signal that the United States is willing 
to show restraint in strategic weapons 
systems so long as the Soviet Union 
does. And, of course, the purpose of 
the four of us in urging interim re
straint is to set up an atmosphere 
where the United States and the 
Soviet Union can for the first time 
agree on real reductions in strategic 
weapons systems. This is what Presi
dent Reagan has said he supports, and 
what Mr. Gorbachev has said he sup
ports. Frankly, it is something that 
the majority of Americans have said 
they support. 

It really should not be considered 
that radical an idea, Mr. President. I 
think if we were to go out to our con
stituencies, whether it is in Colorado, 
the home of the distinguised Presiding 
Officer, Vermont, Rhode Island, Penn
sylvania, or Arkansas, the homes of 
the four main sponsors of this legisla
tion, we would find the same thing. 
People are concerned about the spec
ter of nuclear war, and they want to 
see restraint first and foremost on the 
part of the superpowers and then they 
want to see an honest and realistic 
effort to move us back off that thresh
old of nuclear posturing and overkill 
in the number of weapons that we 
have. 

Mr. President, I applaud the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas and 
align myself completely with what he 
has said. I also applaud the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island 
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and the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania, Messrs. CHAFEE and 
HEINZ, and their longstanding support 
in this matter. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. BUMPERS and Mr. HELMS ad

dressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

know both Senators wish to speak. Let 
me finish my statement. I yielded to 
the Senator from Vermont because he 
had a statement he wanted to make. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Will the Senator yield 
for a question about the contents of 
the amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Sure. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I am reading from 

page 3-I do not know if it is the right 
amendment or not, but it says BUMP
ERS for himself, LEAHY, CHAFEE, and 
HEINZ-on the prohibition on the use 
of funds. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. QUAYLE. it says: 
Notwithstanding any other prov1s10n of 

law and subject to the provisons of subsec
tion Cf), 60 days after the date of enactment 
of this act, no funds may be obligated or ex
pended through September 30, 1989, to 
overhaul, maintain, operate, or deploy any 
MIRV'd strategic nuclear weapons launcher 
or platform that would cause the United 
States to exceed the numbers of MIRV 'd 
ICBM 's, MIRV'd ballistic missiles, and 
MIRV'd strategic systems that it had de
ployed on January 25, 1988. 

Now, what number will the United 
States be committed to by this lan
gauge? 

Mr. BUMPERS. One thousand three 
hundred and forty-six, total systems. 

Mr. QUAYLE. We would be limited 
to 1,346. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Right. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Can we move that 

1,346 within--
Mr. BUMPERS. The 60-day period? 
Mr. QUAYLE. In other words, can 

we move that within the SALT II 
limits? Say, in other words, we want to 
employ more MIRV'd ICBM's. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Do not even talk 
about SALT. That is supposed to be a 
dirty word around here. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I agree it is. But we 
have to refer to it. What I am saying is 
the 1,346, can we deploy 1,346--

Mr. BUMPERS. We already have 
1,346 on January 25. 

Mr. QUAYLE. But are you freezing 
in by this amendment the ICBM's that 
we have, the number? 

Mr. BUMPERS. You can change the 
mix if you want to. We are not going 
to, I can tell the Senator categorical
ly-I am not on Armed Services or In
telligence, but I can tell the Senator 
we are not going to change the 
number of ICMB's that we have that 
are in silos. I am talking about land
based. 

Mr. QUAYLE. So the only thing this 
reference is to is the 1,346 and nothing 
else? In other words, we would be 
free-if we wanted to go over, say, the 
820 sublimit of the ICBM's, we could 
do that if we wanted? 

Mr. BUMPERS. No. 
Mr. QUAYLE. We could not. 
Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator was 

not here when I made my opening 
statement. 

Mr. Quayle. Was it a good one? 
Mr. BUMPERS. I hate to belabor it 

for those who were, but let me give it 
to the Senator this way, quickly. As 
the Senator knows, under the SALT II 
Treaty, both sides were limited to 820 
land-based ICBM's that were MIRV'd. 

Mr. Quayle. Right. 
Mr. BUMPERS. They were limited 

to 1,200 land-based MIRV'd ICBM's 
plus submarine MIRV'd missiles. And 
you could mix that up just about any 
way you wanted. Does the Senator 
follow me? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I understand what 
the SALT II sublimits are. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Then we have the 
1,320 sublimit which included land
based, submarine-based, plus bombers 
that carried cruise missiles. Is the Sen
ator with me on that? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I understand that 
fully. 

Mr. BUMPERS. OK. Right now we 
have 550 MIRV'd land-based missiles. 
They are either MX's or Minuteman 
Ill's. Now, my point is, as a practical 
matter, we are not going to add any
thing to that 550 in the next year 
when we will have to address this 
again. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Does this amendment 
freeze that 550 if we wanted to? 

Mr. BUMPERS. No, it does not. 
Mr. QUAYLE. It does not. 
Mr. BUMPERS. No. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I guess I would read it 

that it would. That is why I am asking 
the author of the amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We make the record 
very clear on that, that that does not 
freeze us. Incidentally, I will tell the 
Senator one interesting thing about it 
that will make him want to vote for 
this amendment. This amendment sort 
of freezes the Soviet Union into weap
ons systems that are vulnerable, 
namely, land based. I can tell the Sen
ator that as a practical matter they 
are not going to be able under this 
amendment, or under their own plan, 
to increase the number of submarine
launched missiles. So what we are 
doing is we are sort of freezing our
selves in on invulnerable systems and 
freezing them in on vulnerable sys
tems. 

Mr. QUAYLE. So the Senator is 
really saying that this is a good deal. 

Mr. BUMPERS. It certainly is. And 
if the President decides that they are 
not complying with the terms of this 
amendment, all he has to do is notify 
Congress. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I just wanted that 
point of clarification to see exactly 
what the Senator was freezing. My un
derstanding is that the Senator is 
freezing the 1,346 and not getting into 
the mix within the sublimits. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We are not. 
Mr. QUAYLE. It is the total number 

of strategic MIRV'd launchers that we 
presently have. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is correct. 
Let me close, Mr. President, if I may, 

with a few comments about two or 
three salient points that I think ought 
to be of some interest to the Members 
of the body. 

Everybody knows that the Soviet 
Union is in a better position to break 
out of the SALT II Treaty and break 
out of the limits of last year's agree
ment and even this amendment, if 
they chose to. And I might add the 
Soviet Union is not going to forever re
strain themselves while we continue to 
add strategic MIRV'd systems to our 
arsenal. 

Right now we have about 65 more 
MIRV'd systems than they do, but 
they are in a better position to break 
out than we are, and every intelligence 
agency in town will tell ' you that by 
1992, if they choose, they can have 
around 3,000 more warheads than we 
have. 

President Reagan was asked in 1982, 
"You campaigned against the SALT II 
Treaty all during the Presidential 
campaign of 1980. Why are you chang
ing your mind now and saying we are 
not going to undercut the treaty?" 

He said, "I'll tell you why. Somebody 
told me the Soviet Union was in a 
much better position to break out of 
the treaty than we were." 

Those are President Reagan's words. 
Now let me tell you what our allies 

say. Maybe you do not care what our 
allies think, but I will tell you what 
they say anyway. Here is what the 
spokesman for the West German Gov
ernment said: "West Germany believes 
that both superpowers should adhere 
to the agreed-upon upper limits on 
strategic weapons systems. 

Francois Mitterand, just reelected in 
a fairly good landslide in France: 

It would have been very wise and very 
useful [for the U.S. to continue to comply 
with SALT Ill. 

The Belgian Foreign Ministry: 
Any non-compliance with the provisions 

of SALT II undertaken by whichever side is 
regretted. 

Margaret Thatcher-here is what 
she says: 

The provisions [of SALT Ill must be ob
served by both sides . . . difficulties will 
arise if both sides do not observe them. 

Here is the Canadian Secretary of 
State: 

Canada strongly supports the arms con
trol regime established by the ABM and 
SALT agreements and believes nothing 
should be done to undercut their authority 
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.. . We are, however, very concerned about 
the implications of the President's stated in
tention to exceed SALT II limits later this 
year . . . Our views on the importance of 
the USA abiding by the provisions of the 
SALT II agreement have been conveyed to 
the USA Government. 

Mr. President, I could go on with 
statements by others. Here is Hans
Dietrich Genscher, Foreign Minister 
of West Germany: 

We supported the United States senti
ment of commitment to the SALT II treaty, 
although it was never ratified. Because it is 
very difficult to make new agreements in 
arms control, it is all the more important to 
most carefully preserve existing treaties and 
adhere to them. 

Here is what six former Secretaries 
of Defense say. 

You think about that, six former 
Secretaries of Defense-three Republi
cans and three Democrats-have writ
ten a letter saying U.S. policy should 
be to continue, not to undercut, the 
SALT II Treaty, especially its numeri
cal limits. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, who 
was Chairman of the Scowcroft Com
mission, and whose word is almost 
divine around here on strategic weap
onry, here is what he said: 

Yes, I think we should <comply with 
SALT II>. There are restraints in the treaty 
on the Soviets which, however modest, are 
better than having no restraints at all. 

General Scowcroft said President Rea
gan's decision to comply for now with the 
1979 arms limitation treaty <SALT ID 
"made a great deal of sense." he said the 
United States had nothing to gain from a 
policy of " reciprocal violation (of the 
treaty) because we have virtually no lever
age ... <the treaty) is in a sense a refuge 
for us." 

Gen. Bennie Davis, commander of 
Strategic Air Command said on March 
6, 1985 before the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee: 

I have made that assessment privately 
today that we should continue to abide by 
the SALT II limitations. 

He goes on to say: 
The Soviet Union, due to its production 

base, has an enormous capability to field 
systems. If they were to break out of the 
treaty limits of SALT II , the disparity be
tween the number of warheads held by the 
Soviet Union and the United States would 
be significant ... any action by the Soviet 
Union which would change the nuclear bal
ance so dramatically would adversely affect 
the strategic balance. 

Even Lieutenant General Abraham
son, who heads up the Strategic De
fense Organization said: 

I would not like to see the Soviets go 
beyond the SALT II limits. 

And Gen. David Jones, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff not too long 
ago, said: 

There's not even a marginal military 
reason for exceeding the SALT limits .. . 
these guys have got a lot to learn. 

Mr. President, I am sometimes per
plexed, dismayed, and shocked in how 
we here in the Senate and in the Con
gress put such great emphasis on what 

every one of those people think, and 
what every one of them say until it 
comes down to the point where you 
may disagree. Here all the experts in 
the country, the military, diplomatic, 
worldwide, all of our NATO allies, say, 
please do not break out of this treaty 
and allow for an unrestrained nuclear 
arms race. 

As I said a moment ago, if we keep 
going, you cannot expect the Soviet 
Union not to do so also. 

Mr. President, I want to give every
body a chance to speak, but I just 
want to close with where I opened my 
statement this morning on SDI. You 
know, this is not beanbag. We are not 
debating here for the afternoon socie
ty. We are really debating just a mar
ginal step that we can take to slow the 
nuclear arms race. 

I might tell you I had 8 percent 
more women votes when I ran for re
election in 1986 than I did men. My 
wife insists that women are more sen
sitive to this issue than men are. 
Maybe she is right. I do not know. But 
I know that the nine new Democratic 
Senators who came into the Senate in 
1987, every one of them came because 
they got a significantly higher number 
of women votes. That could be because 
we talk a lot about education on this 
side. We talk a lot about child care. 
We talk about health for all of our 
people but particularly children of 
poor families. 

You know, of the 37 million people 
in this country who have no health 
care coverage, half of them are chil
dren. What do you think about the 
greatest nation on Earth, with all the 
wealth of this country, having about 
18.5 million children with no health 
care, not even Medicaid which covers 
the poorest of the poor? We have $300 
billion for defense, but all I am saying 
is when I ran in 1986, I said I believe 
in health care for your children. I be
lieve in spending sums of money to 
educate this country and your chil
dren. I believe in child care particular
ly for you women who head single 
family households and trying to raise 
your children. But I promise you, if 
you send me back to the Senate, I will 
do everything I can to bring this arms 
race under control and guarantee your 
children a chance to grow to adult
hood. I have been fighting for it ever 
since I have been here, win, lose, or 
draw. I do not intend to ever quit be
cause it makes more sense to me than 
anything else we ever talk about 
around here even though people have 
a tendency to treat it as a political 
issue. It is so much greater than that. 

The House has already voted-last 
week the House voted-240 to 17 4. 
They voted last week for a much 
stronger measure than mine. This is 
going to be in the conference. It is 
going to be in conference. I feel like I 
have given a lot. I think my colleagues 
on this amendment with me feel that 

we have given a lot. But at least we 
will describe the parameters that the 
conference committee can deal with. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Will the Senator yield 

for a question, Mr. President? 
Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. QUAYLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Let me indulge my 

friend from Arkansas one more time 
on this amendment because I really do 
not read it in the same way that he 
does. On page 3 it says it would cause 
the United States to exceed the num
bers of MIRV'd ICBM's. I presume the 
Senator is ref erring to the 820 catego
ry. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Just a moment. 
Mr. QUAYLE. All right. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I stand corrected. 

The Senator is right. I apologize. It 
does freeze the U.S. at 550 land-based 
ICBM's. 

Mr. QUAYLE. In the first category 
we are frozen at 550 ICBM's. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is correct. 
Mr. QUAYLE. How many will the 

Soviets be allowed to have? 
Mr. BUMPERS. That figure is classi

fied but they have always had consid
erably more land-based missiles than 
we have. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I do not believe it is 
classified. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am not going to 
take a chance on it. I think it is classi
fied. It may not be. The Senator from 
Indiana is on the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I do not think it is 
classified. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Does the Senator 
know how many they had? If he wants 
to say it out here, it is OK with me. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I am told unclassified 
that they have near 820. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think the Senator 
may be right. Close to it. 

Mr. QUAYLE. So, we would be 
frozen at 550, and they would be 
frozen at near 820. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is the point I 
was trying to make a moment ago. 
They have so many more of their mis
siles in vulnerable silos, and they are 
not going to change the mix, and this 
sort of freezes them into vulnerable 
systems, while we have so many more 
submarine missiles than they have 
which are invulnerable. So, it is really 
a big advantage to us. 

Mr. QUAYLE. In the second catego
ry on MIRV'd ballistic missiles, we are 
frozen at how many? 

Mr. BUMPERS. About 1,200 and for 
the Soviets, too. This means that in 
MIRV'd SLBM's, we could have 650 
while the Soviets can only have 380. 

Mr. QUAYLE. We are frozen at 
about 1, 200? 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is right. 
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Mr. QUAYLE. And in the third cate

gory, we are frozen at 1,348, I pre
sume. 

Mr. BUMPERS. 1,346. 
Mr. QUAYLE. So, we were frozen at 

550, about 1,200, and 1,346. That is as 
of January 25, 1988. We are going to 
freeze-this is back to the freeze men
tality-we are going to freeze these 
levels at this particular date, January 
25, 1988. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
different from the amendment we 
have had in the past. I would have to 
go back and review it. I think we 
talked about the sublimits of SALT II, 
which has been the reference point, 
which would certainly give the United 
States-and I think it is a bad amend
ment-more flexibility. 

This amendment we have today is 
more restrictive than any Bumpers 
amendment we have had in the past, 
because it picks a date out of the air 
and just says that we will freeze in 
this category of ICBM's and then 
MIRV'd ballistic missiles and in 
MIRV'd strategic systems. 

I do not believe it is a good idea to 
sit here and try to write treaties on 
the floor of the Senate. 

In this particular amendment-and I 
will speak on it more later-but at this 
time, why in the world would the U.S. 
Senate want to arbitrarily pick a date 
out of the air in January and say we 
are going to freeze; we will freeze and 
they will freeze? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. The Senator is on the 

Armed Services Committee. I wonder 
if he could tell me whether we have 
any intent-to back up a bit. 

The date of this amendment goes 
through, I believe, October 1, 1989. Is 
the Senator aware of any intention to 
increase our MIRV'd ICBM's between 
now and that time? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I do not think that we 
will, nor am I advocating that we 
should. 

I think it shows what kind of amend
ment we have here. We pick some
thing out of the blue moon or from 
the stars, or wherever we get these 
dates. I guess it is the date the INF 
Treaty was submitted to the Senate. 
This year, we are doing it because of 
the INF Treaty. Last year, the Bump
ers amendment goal was something 
along the lines, if I recall, to control 
the arms race-some nice, jazzy, politi
cally attractive amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. QUAYLE. This is going to be 
done because of the INF Treaty. 

Let me conclude my point, and I will 
be glad to yield for questions. 

This amendment, as I said, is differ
ent from what we have had in the 
past. What is of interest is that we say, 
"Well, if we're going to violate the 

treaty or if the Soviet Union is going 
to violate any treaty, we have to have 
some sort of responses." 

This treaty was never ever ratified. 
Everybody knows that. We do not 
have to go back into that argument. 
We have had a lot of discussion about 
treaties and compliance and things of 
that sort. But what we are doing here 
is taking the SALT II Treaty, trying to 
bind the President to something that 
is more restrictive and unequal than 
the SALT II Treaty, the way I read 
the amendment-simply trying to 
write this into statutory language, 
saying, "Maybe this would be a good 
deal for the Soviet Union. 

Senators are going to negotiate with 
the Soviet Union, not the Commander 
in Chief. The Senate is going to nego
tiate with the Soviet Union on a treaty 
that this body was not willing to 
ratify. 

I have said time and time again, 
"Why don't you call up the SALT II 
Treaty, and we will have a debate on 
it?" I predict that it will not have the 
two-thirds vote, for a lot of reasons. It 
will not be just because of people 
saying they invaded Afghanistan. 
They are getting out of Afghanistan, 
we think, we hope. 

So we can debate it free and clear. 
But we do not want to do that, be
cause you cannot bring up the SALT 
II Treaty in its totality, because there 
are many things in the SALT II 
Treaty that the Soviets are violating, 
like the encryption of telemetry, like 
the new missile. Those are just two. 

When we get into violations, Sena
tors say, "By golly, we can't stand for 
those violations." 

We are having a dispute right now 
wherein the Soviet Union entered into 
a treaty that is before the Senate; and, 
all of a sudden, we are having the big 
argument on inspection and verifica
tion rights. But we cannot bring up 
the SALT II Treaty and debate it be
cause there are parts the Soviet Union 
violated; and because they violated it, 
we cannot bind the United States to 
that, so we want to drop the things 
that the Soviet Union violates, but 
want to comply and pick a date and re
strict the United States on things that 
the Soviet Union apparently thinks is 
in their interest. What kind of �n�~�g�o�t�i�

ation is that? 
I will quote from former President 

Carter, April 30, 1979: 
If we ever detect any violation of the 

SALT agreement, that would be a basis on 
which to reject the treaty in its entirety. 
There would be a possible termination of 
the good relationships between our country 
and the Soviet Union on which detente is 
based, and it might very well escalate into 
nuclear confrontation. 

Tough talk. 
The Senate Foreign Relations Com

mittee voted 15 to O on the SALT II 
Treaty. It said: 

Failure to transmit relevant telemetry in
formation which results in the impeding of 
verification by the United States will be 
raised by the United States in the standing 
consultative commission; and if the issue is 
not resolved to the satisfaction of the 
United States, the United States reserves 
the right to exercise all other available rem
edies, including but not limited to the right 
to withdraw from the treaty. 

No use to withdraw from the treaty. 
We never ratified the treaty. Now we 
are going to pick and choose which 
part of the treaty, which is unratified, 
we should bind ourselves to. 

Apparently, the Soviets like and are 
willing to go along with the sublimits, 
are willing to go along with the limita
tions, whether it would be the ICBM's 
or the SLBM's, including the bombers, 
the strategic MIRV systems. They are 
over the strategic nuclear vehicles. 
They are violating that. They are over 
that limit. That is part of SALT II. 
But we have to take that out because 
they violated that part of the treaty. 
So we drop all the things the Soviets 
violate, and we sit there and try to put 
on ourselves the things that the Soviet 
Union apparently wants. 

Boy, am I glad that the Senate does 
not sit down and negotiate treaties, if 
that is the way that we are going to 
negotiate treaties and that is the kind 
of treaty that some in the Senate 
would like to have. 

The reason, in my judgment, that 
the Soviets are willing to go ahead and 
be bound by these limits is that there 
is no incentive for them at all to get 
into any more MIRV's, or warheads. 
They already have our targets covered 
by their hard target killers. They are 
way ahead of us in that category. 

You want to look at trying to have 
deterrence and want to have peace, 
and I have to say that nuclear weap
ons, as hideous as they are, are politi
cal instruments, and in fact we make 
an investment in strategic weapons to 
maintain stability and maintain peace 
and in fact it has worked. Nobody is 
going to refute that. It has worked. 

Why do they need anymore? They 
already can knock out our hard tar
gets, which are a little over 1,000 hard
ened sites with their SS-18's and SS-
19's. They have over 5,000 warheads 
that are hard target killers. They do 
not need any more to cover our tar
gets. 

Yet if we look at their hardened silos 
and command bunkers, they have over 
3,000 and we have only 900 ballistic 
missile warheads that are accurate 
enough to ever hope to knock them 
out. As for the Soviets' mobile ICBM's 
our ability to target them is quite lim
ited. 

I would just say, Mr. President, that 
as you look at this thing here we go 
again. I have heard time and time 
again that the reason we have to have 
these amendments is that this admin
istration is not interested in arms con-
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trol. I also have heard where we have 
talked about going beyond the SALT 
limits. They said, oh, my gosh, if we do 
that you are going to break off negoti
ations. There are all sorts of dire pre
dictions of what kind of relationship 
we would have vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union. All of that is a red herring, all 
of those arguments. You do not hear 
that too much anymore because all 
those dire predictions of doom and 
gloom that, by golly, if we do this and 
we go on our way problems are going 
to erupt did not come true. This ad
ministration is not serious about arms 
control. 

Yet you know any other view is just 
absolutely lunacy. 

We have the Secretary of State over 
there today or tonight. He is tired. He 
had a good day, you will find out in his 
meeting with the Foreign Minister of 
the Soviet Union talking about con
cluding the arms control agreement on 
INF, and talking about other potential 
agreements. And to say that this ad
ministration is not interested in arms 
control is absolutely absurd. 

Yet we say we have to go ahead and 
try to tie the President's hands. We 
are simply going to write this thing on 
the floor, and this amendment is much 
different than the amendment that we 
have had in the past. The amendment 
in the past referred to that SALT 
Treaty but not this amendment. This 
amendment on a date picked out of 
the air-I guess I should not say 
"picked out of the air" in deference to 
the Senator from Arkansas-he said 
the reason they picked that date that 
was the date the INF Treaty was sub
mitted to the Senate. 

So the day that the treaty was sub
mitted to the United States Senate is 
the day that the United States Senate 
is being asked to bind this country, 
and we are going to ask good faith on 
the part of the Soviet Union, but if 
the Soviet Union violates this then the 
President just has to certify and we 
go, I guess, as far are they go, so they 
can control what in effect is in this 
agreement. 

This is no place to be writing trea
ties. Treaties are to be conducted be
tween heads of state. Sure, we can 
push and we can cajole, and we can 
ask and we can request and we can 
demand, but we should not be writing 
treaties. 

You are not going to write treaties 
on the floor of the Senate. That is pre
cisely what this amendment is trying 
to do. And it goes in the direction-I 
hope the Senate understands that
that we are simply binding ourselves 
as to what we can do on our land base, 
our sea base, and our bomber base on 
a date of January 25, 1988. Wheel of 
fortune, this happens to come up
January 25, 1988. 

I hope that this amendment will be 
tabled so we can get on with the busi-

ness of the Armed Services Committee 
and we can pass a defense bill. 

The Senator is right, we are going to 
have this issue in the conference. It 
has been passed by the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, earlier I 
asked the Senator if he would yield for 
a question, and he said he would be 
willing to yield. I wonder if he is st ill 
willing to yield for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana has the floor. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I will be glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. LEAHY. I want to just make 
sure I understand. The Senator from 
Indiana says that we have no inten
tion of increasing our MIRV'd ICBM's 
before October 1989. Am I correct in 
my understanding on that? 

I know we have no request in the 
Appropriations Committee for the 
money to do it. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I think it is a possibil
ity with the MX and depending on 
how we go on the MX debate that we 
might-in fact it is a possibility-let 
me conclude my answer. 

Mr. LEAHY . The administration 
told me--

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I claim 
the floor. I want to respond to the 
Senator's question. I am glad to re
spond to the Senator's question and I 
will be glad to yield for questions. 

In answer to the Senator's question 
is there any intention to have any 
more MIRV'd ICBM's, I think the MX 
is a possibility and it is a possibility de
pending on what you might want to do 
that you might in fact not have any 
design now. 

We do not know how the debate on 
the MX, rail garrison, production 
lines, will be, but I say there is a possi
bility that we might in fact go above 
what we had on January 25, 1988. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I am glad to yield for 
the purpose of a question. 

Mr. LEAHY. If a key figure in the 
administration told the Senator from 
Vermont or the Appropriations Com
mittee that there is no intention to in
crease our MIRV'd ICBM's between 
now and October 1989, would he be 
misleading us? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I would say that the 
question that the Senator from Ver
mont posed to me was a general ques
tion, whether I thought that there 
would be any additional MIRV'd 
ICBM's, and I said I do not know of 
any. I said, it is certainly possible de
pending on the MX. Now we get a 
question about some administration 
official said they did not have any 
plans. If the administration official 
said that I accept that, and I am not 
going to say for certain whether they 
would or would not. Whether they do 
or not I do not think is relevant. 

I think what is relevant is that what 
we have done here is to pick a date 
and we have frozen in 550 ICBM's for 
the United States and about 820 
ICBM's for the Soviet Union. 

Now then I might point out that the 
Jackson amendment, that I presume 
the Senator from Vermont and the 
Senator from Arkansas are familiar 
with, the Jackson amendment that 
was statute that was passed in the 
SALT I ABM debate said that we 
would never agree to unequal ceilings. 
That was the Jackson amendment, 
and this resolution would violate the 
Jackson amendment. 

We can go back and we violate and 
overturn statutes and change things 
however we want to, but I do not 
think that the U.S. Senate wants to go 
on record the day that they are nego
tiating in Geneva saying that in fact 
the U.S. Senate would agree to un
equal ceilings. That is precisely the 
end result of this amendment the way 
it is drafted. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. QUAYLE. I yield the floor. 
Mr . NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to yield to 

my friend. 
I would like to inquire of the floor 

manager and also of the authors of 
the amendment how much more 
debate we are going to need tonight. I 
would like about 5 minutes myself. I 
wonder if I could get some indication 
how much more debate because the 
plan would be to have a tabling 
motion, I believe, and try to complete 
the vote as quickly as possible because 
we have a general agreement because 
of certain activities taking place to
night to conclude the final vote about 
6:15. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a response? 

Nr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Let me take that and 

run it through our leadership in our 
Cloakroom. But you would have a vote 
on tabling motion around--

Mr. NUNN. I would like to start in 
about 10 minutes if we could or 6:05, 
and it is really to accommodate some 
people I believe primarily on the mi
nority side. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from Georgia, the last 
thing in the world I would want to do 
is to have an arms control debate slow 
up a Republican fundraiser. We are 
only talking about destroying all of 
mankind. I would not want us to have 
to take more than another 10 or 15 
minutes if it would inconvenience the 
fundraising activity on the other side. 

But the point I made earlier, and the 
Senator from Indiana has raised a 
whole lot of points, but, basically, I 
would point out that we are under a 
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congressionally imposed cap of 50 MX 
missiles. If we did deploy any more 
MX's, they will be on a rail garrison 
which would not be before 1991 at the 
earliest. We do not have any other 
ICBM's in production. We are under a 
pragmatic limitation on ICBM's 
anyway under this resolution. 

The point is we give up absolutely 
nothing by keeping to the limits we 
now have because there are not going 
to be any more, not in the 16 or 17 
months or so of this resolution. 

As far as where we do have superior
ity, of course, is in the far less vulnera
ble SLBM's. And I think the Senator 
from Indiana would agree that a 
MIRV'd SLBM is far less vulnerable 
than a MIRV'd ICBM. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, would the 
Senator state the question? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is the question. 
Does the Senator from Indiana agree 
that a MIRV'd SLBM is less vulnera
ble than a MIRV'd ICBM? 

Mr. QUAYLE. It would depend. 
Some Soviet mobile ICBM's are quite 
difficult to target; other Soviet mis
siles are in very hard silos. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, let me say 
again, I do not want to cut off debate. 
With deference to my colleagues, if 
the Senator from Vermont and the 
Senator from Arkansas do not think 
they could conclude this debate or do 
not want to vote this evening, then I 
will have to defer to their judgment on 
that. I am not going to move to table 
myself unless they tell me they are 
through with the debate. 

I am inquiring to see if they think 
we have had a full enough debate on 
this subject. I plan to take 4 or 5 min
utes myself. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator would 
yield just for one moment, obviously 
anybody could stand and move to 
table if they got the floor. If there 
were those concerned enough about 
getting to the fundraiser that they 
wanted to table, they could get to do 
it. So, certainly, they could move to 
table anytime. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the dis
tinguished Senator, the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. I 
would be perfectly willing-if it is pos
sible to keep a couple more minutes 
for me, fine-but I would also be per
fectly willing if anybody wanted to 
vote up or down right now. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let 
me just say to the distinguished Sena
tor from Georgia, the chairman of the 
committee, that I am ready to vote. 
The Senator wants 4 or 5 minutes to 
speak. I do not know who else may 
want some time, but I am prepared to 
vote at 6 or 6:15, either one. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I will just 
make a few remarks. I would have to 
say that I find myself in somewhat of 
an unusual and uncomfortable posi
tion here, because I happen to agree 
with the goals that the Senator from 

Vermont and the Senator from Arkan
sas have set forth. 

I also agree that it did not make 
sense and still does not make sense for 
the United States to have exceeded 
the SALT II subceilings while we were 
trying to get a START agreement and 
while negotiations were going forward 
on both sides in that respect. We have 
a long way to go in the START agree
ment. We do have, certainly, concerns 
about Soviet compliance with certain 
aspects. But on the subceilings, I think 
that it is clear that the Soviet Union 
has, generally speaking, been disman
tling old systems when they have been 
adding new ones. I think it is in our 
best interest to stay within those gen
eral parameters. 

I also have to say, though-and I 
have said it many times-that I do not 
believe in doing by statute what the 
Constitution of the United States in
tended to be done by treaty. I have 
never believed that we should put in a 
provision that basically requires that 
SALT II, which has never been rati
fied, be complied with. I felt that the 
informal arrangement begun in 1979 
was a satisfactory arrangement. When 
the President decided to depart from 
that arrangement in 1986, then it left 
the Senate in an awkward situation 
and we have been debating this sub
ject every year since then. 

So, do we ignore it altogether and let 
the ceilings go up and hope that we 
get a START agreement and that we 
do not encourage prolif era ti on on both 
sides, or do we go the other way and 
put ceilings in the law, never having 
ratified the SALT II Treaty? That is a 
dilemma for me and I see the argu
ment both ways. 

Last year, as the Senator from Ar
kansas will recall, there were certain 
numbers put in the Bumpers-Leahy 
amendment. At that time, I had been 
oppposed to that amendment, but 
then I voted for it on the last vote. 
The reason was that the minority 
leader, the Senator from Kansas, put 
in a provision that said that the SALT 
II ceilings are not part of the law of 
the land and, notwithstanding any 
other provision, that we are not in this 
body ratifying that treaty and that if 
we were going to be compelled to abide 
by it, it would only be under the 
normal procedure. That was the gen
eral effect. 

With that understanding, I felt that 
the suggested subceilings for United 
States and Soviet forces proposed by 
the Senator from Vermont and the 
Senator from Arkansas had a different 
coloration at that point in time. It was 
clear that they were not the SALT II 
provisions under that Dole amend
ment, which I believe most people 
voted for. We were not, in effect, writ
ing a treaty into the law of the land by 
a simple majority vote. 

Now, I find myself agreeing again 
with the goal, but finding that I do 

not agree with the way this amend
ment is drafted. I do not like to be too 
technical on these matters, but it is 
true that what we have in this amend
ment is a mandate that the MIRV 'd 
land-based systems of the United 
States be at 550, because that was 
where they were on the date that this 
amendment references. 

Now, how does that compare to 
SALT II? It is more restrictive than 
SALT II and it is more restrictive than 
the number permitted the Soviet 
Union on MIRV'd land-based systems. 

We have a whole history in this 
body-maybe it is an overemphasis
on land-based systems. However, there 
is no doubt about that fact, going back 
to 1972. There was a big debate then, 
when Senator JACKSON, from Washing
ton State, one of our colleagues and 
most respected Senators, had an 
amendment that passed that said we 
would not have an inferior position re
garding the level of strategic systems 
compared with the Soviet Union. 

So we are in a situation, if we vote 
for this amendment now, of, in fact, 
mandating a limit that is more restric
tive on United States MIRV'd land
based systems than on the Soviets or 
under the SALT II limit. For that 
reason, I will not be able to vote for 
this amendment. 

I would say to my colleagues, 
though, that I know they are going to 
get a very healthy vote. I do not know 
whether they will win or whether they 
will lose. It may be a close vote. But I 
do understand the goals that they are 
seeking, and I agree with the goals 
they are seeking. 

I do not think it makes sense for us 
to encourage a prolif era ti on on both 
sides if the START agreement is not 
agreed to. I think there are a lot of in
dications that we may not get a 
START agreement in the next few 
months. I hope we do. But I hope if we 
get one, it is a sound agreement. I do 
not want one unless it is a sound 
agreement. So I think the Senator 
from Indiana and I agree on that. 

But I believe that the situation with 
START now indicates that we should 
even be more sensitive to this possibili
ty of both sides proliferating systems 
because the other side is doing so. 
Therefore, when we go to conference, 
whether or not this amendment pre
vails, we will have an amendment on 
the House side that deals with this. It 
is very similar to the amendment that 
the Senator from Arkansas proposed 
last year. 

I will let my colleague know that, as 
far as this conferee is concerned, even 
though I am voting opposing this at 
this point in time, I do agree with the 
goals, and it would be my view that we 
would be in a situation in the confer
ence where we would really have to 
work out something to see that the 
United States stayed within the rough 
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parameters of the overall numbers 
that reflect the sublimits on a strictly 
informal basis and not on a basis of 
law. 

Now, how do we do that as a practi
cal matter? I think the likelihood is, as 
Congressman AsPIN has already said, 
we will do it by taking a step that is 
likely to occur anyway, and that is re
tiring a submarine that is already 
going to be retired rather than over
hauled. We will have to do that in an 
informal way because this is an ex
tremely volatile subject and a sensitive 
subject with the White House and the 
Reagan administration. We will have 
to work it out carefully, and we will be 
in consultation. 

So I would say that whatever hap
pens on this amendment, and I shall 
vote to table, we are going to have the 
matter before us in conference and we 
are going to have to work on it in con
ference. 

Mr. President, I would--
Mr. BUMPERS. Would the Senator 

yield for one observation or question? 
Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to. 
Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor

rect, the House provision is a simple 
restraint based on the SALT II limits 
which does, indeed, give you the 820-
1,200 flexibility that we were talking 
about. So, you could go with the 
House language. But our limits are 
higher and I think much easier for the 
United States to comply with, just 
simply because of what we have in the 
works, including the dismantling of a 
Poseidon. 

But let me just ask the Senator, 
while we are limiting-and this was 
done with some deliberation-we are 
limiting the United States to 550 
ICBM, land-based missiles, and we are 
limiting the Soviet Union, who has a 
much higher, about 820, they are up 
to the limit-my point is this: No. 1, 
they are not going to be able to 
change their mix either, which they 
probably do not plan to. But you see, 
they have a lot more of what I consider 
vulnerable systems than we have be
cause we have a lot more submarines 
which are invulnerable. But can the 
Senator tell us anything, and we will 
certainly visit this next year just as we 
have every year for the past 6 or 8, can 
the Senator tell me of anything that 
he can think of that would cause the 
United States to want to exceed the 
550 limits? 

I do not think we are capable of ex
ceeding the 550 limit this year, next 
year, or the following year, and have 
no intention of exceedng the 550 limit. 
So I do not understand why. And with 
the knowledge that you are going to 
go to the House which gives you the 
kind of flexibility that gives you two 
options; you will have time to reflect. 

In my opinion this amendment 
really favors the United States be
cause we are locking them into the 
most vulnerable systems and locking 

ourselves into the most invulnerable 
systems and at the same time we are 
not doing anything to alter our plans 
for what we intend to do for the next 
2 or 3 years so far as land-based mis
siles are concerned. 

Mr. NUNN. I would just say that I 
agree with part of what my colleague 
and friend has said about the practical 
effects, in terms of our plans. At least 
for the next year. 

I think the truth of it is, and this is 
one of the big problems in our START 
negotiations now, our country does not 
know where we are going in land-based 
systems. We do not know what we are 
going to do about the MX rail mobile. 
We do not know what we are going to 
do about the Midgetman. We have had 
8 years, maybe even 10 years of debate 
on this subject and we still do not 
know and it is awfully hard for me to 
be able to visualize how we are going 
to enter into a START agreement 
which is sound if we do not know what 
we are going to do with our land-based 
components. So next year as a practi
cal matter the difference between the 
820 figure and the 550 figure is not 
going to make much difference. 

I do think, though, based on the his
tory of this body and the debate in 
this body and the history of concern 
about the window of vulnerability, all 
the concerns we have had about equal
ity between the United States and the 
Soviet Union, including the Jackson 
amendment, that the perception and 
the symbolism of imposing by law a 
ceiling on land-based systems that is 
substantially lower than the SALT II 
limits and lower than the Soviet Union 
is important. So much of this arms 
control business concerns perceptions 
now. I think there are some practical 
considerations that sometimes are far 
divorced from the perception and the 
symbolism. 

I would say the Senator is correct in 
part. I would also say, though, that I 
would not state, with the kind of cer
tainty that the Senator has stated, 
about the complete vulnerability of 
land-based missiles, at least not on the 
Soviet side. 

The SS-24 on the Soviet side is going 
to be MIRV'd and mobile. The SS-25 
on the Soviet side is going to be 
mobile. So the Soviet Union apparent
ly read the Scowcroft report and took 
it seriously. Unfortunately, in this 
country, we have not seemed to be 
able to have come to this kind of con
clusion. They have gone mobile. We 
have not gone mobile and we have no 
consensus now as to how we are going 
to go mobile and when we are going to 
go mobile. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I do 
not want to cut anyone off but it is my 
intent to move to table in a few min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Thank you very much. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair called on the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Fine. 
Mr. THURMOND. Go ahead, if you 

want. 
Mr. HELMS. I will be rather brief. I 

thank the Senator. I have been here 
for an hour and a half. 

Mr. THURMOND. I have been here 
for 3 or 4 hours, but go ahead; I will 
yield to you. 

Mr. HELMS. Well, it does not 
matter. We will both be here for a 
while longer. 

Mr. President, the pending amend
ment should be defeated because cur
rent Soviet deployments have already 
made the amendment nugatory. The 
Bumpers amendment states that it 
will be null and void if the Soviets are 
exceeding the SALT II sublimits. But 
the Soviets already are exceeding the 
SALT II sublimits, according to offi
cial administration statement. There
fore the amendment is just a rhetori
cal exercise, but a dangerous one since 
it sets a precedent that a failed treaty 
can be put into effect by legislation. 

Let's look at the waiver. The lan
guage is as follows: 

The prohibition [that is, on United States 
MIRV'd ICBM 's, MIRV'd SLBM's, and 
heavy bombers equipped with air-launched 
cruise missiles in excess of those the United 
States had deployed on January 25, 1988] 
shall not apply if the President notifies the 
Congress in writing that * * * the Soviet 
Union has deployed strategic launchers and 
platforms in excess of the numbers of 
launchers of MIRV 'd ICBM 's, or MIRV'd 
ballistic missiles, or MIRV'd strategic sys
tems that it had deployed on January 25, 
1988. 

Mr. President, for all practical pur
poses, the waiver conditions have al
ready been met. I have discussed this 
with the administration. The adminis
tration states that the Soviets are al
ready over the SALT II sublimit. An 
administration official has officially 
informed me that the following state
ment is both accurate and unclassified. 

Information indicates that the Soviets are 
currently over the SALT II sublimit of 1,200 
MIRV'd ICBM and MIRV'd SLBM launch
ers, and on occasion have exceeded this sub
limit since mid-1987. 

What this statement means is that 
the Soviets do not regard the sublimit 
as a limit at all. As they modernize 
and redeploy their forces, they are 
guided by their own military needs, 
not by the need to meet any so-called 
SALT II sublimit. At some times they 
are "above" the sublimit, and at other 
times they are "below" the sublimit, 
although I admit that in the present 
context above and below are meaning
less terms of reference. The Soviets 
have not taken upon themselves any 
obligation to meet any supposed subli
mit. Their levels go up and down ac
cording to their military needs, with
out reference to the terms of SALT II. 
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Of course, you might say that they 

could come into so-called compliance 
at any time if for reasons of their own 
military strategy, the number of de
ployments temporarily dips. Yes, they 
could do that. But the fact remains 
that they go up and they go down and 
they go up again. The truth is that 
they do not pay any attention to any 
unilateral limit, even if legislated by 
the U.S. Congress. 

The bottom line, Mr. President, is 
that today, at this very moment, the 
Soviets have more MIRV'd ICBM's, 
MIRV'd SLBM's, and heavy bombers 
equipped with long-range air-launched 
cruise missiles than they had on Janu
ary 25, 1988, and the administration 
has said ·so. 

Therefore, you might say that the 
waiver clause of the amendment has 
already been invoked by the adminis
tration-at least, it's just a matter of 
form. The President will be forced to 
invoke it by the facts of present Soviet 
deployments. So the amendment is, 
for all practical purposes, null and 
void. 

Nevertheless, the amendment is mis
chievous, Mr. President. It perpetuates 
the dangerous illusion that the Soviets 
somehow feel bound by SALT II. They 
do not. The Bumpers amendment is 
unilateral disarmament that calls into 
question the basic right of the United 
States to provide for its own defense. 
This amendment is the worst kind of 
delusion: it represents the surrender 
to illusion. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I rise 
in vehement opposition to the amend
ment before us. 

The sponsors of this amendment 
have attempted some creative packag
ing. By entitling their amendment 
"The INF Treaty Reinforcement Act," 
they hope to capitalize on what is left 
of the warm fuzzy feelings surround
ing the INF Treaty. But I am afraid 
that some "truth in advertising" is 
needed. 

What this amendment should be 
called is the "INF Sabotage Act," be
cause I can't think of anything less 
helpful for the INF Treaty than send
ing the message that the Soviets can 
violate treaties with impunity. 

Let me ask my colleagues to put 
themselves in Marshall Akhromeyev's 
shoes. We all know that the INF 
Treaty, despite its unprecedented veri
fication procedures, still gives the So
viets the opportunity to amass a 
covert force of SS-20's if they decide it 
is worth the risk of detection. If you 
saw the U.S. Congress bind the United 
States, unilaterally, to a treaty that 
the Soviets have repeatedly and con
sistently violated, a treaty that is of 
much greater magnitude because it 
covers our entire strategic force, what 
would you do? I know what I would do. 

As former Assistant Secretary of De
fense Richard Perle said, the failure to 
respond to Soviet violations "leads to a 

dangerous double-standard and con
firms to the Soviets the value of cheat
ing." They will only be deterred from 
cheating if they are convinced that 
the advantages of cheating will be out
weighed by the disadvantages of a vig
orous U.S. response. 

So I would advise my colleagues who 
support the INF Treaty and who sup
port arms control to take a very close 
look at this amendment. Because if 
the INF Treaty is ratified only to fail 
because of Soviet violations, that will 
be a severe setback for the arms con
trol process. 

Of course, one of the ironies of the 
INF Treaty is the extensive proce
dures it provides for ensuring that no 
SS-20's, which are illegal under INF, 
are produced or deployed in the guise 
of "INF-legal" SS-25's. The SS-25, as 
we all know, is one of the key Soviet 
SALT II violations, and was deployed 
during the period when a policy of in
terim restraint, similar to what the 
sponsors are proposing today, was in 
place. Saying "this is not an SS-20, it's 
an SS-25" is about as convincing as 
saying, "I am not a burglar, I am an 
axe-murderer." 

Now I know that some of my col
leagues do not think the Soviet SALT 
II violations are important. But that is 
not what the Carter administration 
thought at the time it signed the 
treaty. In 1979, President Carter said 
telemetry encryption was just as seri
ous a violation as exceeding the limits 
on strategic weapons-those are the 
limits we are talking about today-and 
would be grounds for abrogation of 
the treaty. 

Secretary of State Cyrus Vance 
touted the ban on new types-the ban 
violated by the SS-25-as one of the 
main achievements of the SALT II 
Treaty. So it seems to follow that if 
these provisions were considered vital 
elements of SALT II by the progeni
tors of that treaty, then the violation 
of these provisions must be considered 
very serious business indeed. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee shared these concerns. The 
committee, including a number of my 
distinguished colleagues here today, 
voted unanimously for an understand
ing providing that the encryption of 
telemetry could constitute grounds for 
withdrawal from the treaty. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee also argued in its report on the 
SALT II Treaty would be "countered 
by a timely response upon detection." 
But what happened when the Reagan 
administration, belatedly, responds to 
Soviet SALT violations? The Congress 
binds us, unilaterally, to a treaty that 
was never even ratified and would 
have expired by now if it had been. 

Mr. President, I hope I do not offend 
my colleagues here today if I tell them 
that I find this behavior perverse and 
masochistic. It is absurd to bind our
selves to an agreement that really 

never even existed. It is doubly absurd 
to do so when our so-called partners in 
the agreement have made a mockery 
of its provisions. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
silly. It is ridiculous. It defies common 
sense. It is not worthy of us. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. Is the Senator 
from North Carolina correct that the 
pending perfecting amendment by the 
Senator from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, is 
divisible? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DASCHLE). The perfecting amendment 
is constructed as an amendment that 
strikes and inserts and, therefore, is 
not divisible. 

Mr. HELMS. But an amendment 
which adds at the end of the language 
proposed to be stricken by the Leahy 
amendment would be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is a second-degree 
amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
sorry, I did not hear the question. I 
wonder if the Senator would indulge 
me to repeat the question? 

Mr. HELMS. I simply was asking, in
asmuch as it is a perfecting amend
ment and not an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, whether it is 
amendable at the end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment itself is not amendable 
but after it is adopted, should it be 
adopted, the amendment would then 
be amendable at the end. 

Mr. HELMS. Very well. I thank the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 
It would prohibit the expenditure of 
funds for any action which would 
cause the United States to exceed the 
levels of three SALT II numerical sub
ceilings as of January 25, 1988. As 
noted by the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], this would 
be more restrictive for the United 
States than for the U.S.S.R. 

This amendment effectively man
dates compliance with an expired 
agreement that has never been rati
fied by the Senate. Moreover, the 
Soviet Union has for several years vio
lated, and continues to violate, some of 
the central provisions of SALT II. The 
United States sought repeatedly to 
correct Soviet noncompliance, and 
gave the Soviets over a year and a half 
to correct the situation before decid
ing 2 years ago to end our unilateral 
adherence. 

While the sponsors of this amend
ment regard the numerical sublimits 
as the "essence" of SALT II, propo
nents of the treaty in 1979 argued that 
the essence of SALT II was found in 
three key provisions-the new types 
limit, the SNDV numerical limit, and 
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the provisions on telemetry encryp
tion-provisions which today are being 
violated by the Soviet Union and ig
nored by the sponsors of this amend
ment. 

The proponents of this amendment 
argue that continued adherence of the 
Soviets to the SALT II sublimits is im
portant for the national security of 
the United States, especially in the 
context of the INF Treaty. Yet these 
limits have not constrained the Soviet 
inventory. In the 8 years since the 
signing of SALT II , the Soviet Union 
almost doubled its inventory of strate
gic weapons, and under SALT II 
sublimits, could add another 3,000 war
heads. 

These facts run exactly counter to 
the claim that these sublimits will pre
vent the Soviets from replacing SS-
20's eliminated under the INF Treaty 
with modern MIRV'd systems now in 
production. I would also remind my 
colleagues that the Soviets do not 
need to build more weapons to cover 
SS-20 targets-they have enough stra
tegic weapons today to cover them 
without degrading their strategic mis
sions. 

Mr. President, in making his interim 
restraint decision, President Reagan 
established the policy that as long as 
there is no significant change in the 
threat facing the United States, the 
United States will not deploy more 
strategic ballistic missile warheads or 
more strategic nuclear delivery vehi
cles than the U.S.S.R. The President's 
policy forms a much better foundation 
for mutual restraint than unilateral 
legislated compliance with part of the 
SALT II Treaty. This is especially the 
case as negotiations are ongoing on 
real reductions in the numbers of nu
clear weapons. 

SALT II does not constrain Soviet 
warhead growth. SALT II has not 
been ratified by the Senate and could 
not be ratified today if a vote were 
taken. Finally, the Soviets are violat
ing key provisions of SALT II that are 
ignored by the amendment. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased once again to join my distin
guished colleagues from Pennsylvania, 
Arkansas, and Vermont in this con
tinuing effort to bring about a more 
realistic U.S. policy on strategic arms. 
Today we are offering an amendment 
to limit the United States and Soviet 
strategic weapons arsenals and, in so 
doing, bolster the military value of the 
Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces 
Treaty. 

We are on the threshold of a new 
era of arms control, Mr. President. 
The Senate will soon take up ratifica
tion of the INF Treaty, the first arms 
control treaty to eliminate an entire 
class of nuclear weapons. As we delib
erate this important agreement, I 
strongly believe we should seize this 

opportunity to ensure that the securi
ty objectives of the INF Treaty can be 
realized. 

The INF Treaty and strategic arms 
control are intertwined. Thus, now 
that an agreement has been signed by 
the United States and the Soviet 
Union, we believe there should be a 
mutually observed and stable tempo
rary cap on strategic forces until a 
strategic arms reductions talks 
[START] agreement can be concluded. 

We four have been hammering at 
the issue of U.S. compliance with key 
SALT II sublimits for 6 years. Last Oc
tober, the Senate approved a similar 
amendment which we offered during 
consideration of the Department of 
Defense Authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1988 and 1989. This 57-to-41 vote 
made clear the Senate's support for re
straint in the most destabilizing cate
gories of strategic offensive weapons, 
that is, ACLM-carrying heavy bombers 
and MIRV'd missiles. 

We continue to believe that the core 
sublimits of the SALT II Treaty 
should not have been abandoned by 
the United States in November 1986. 
And we still believe that continued 
United States adherence to those 
limits serves our national security in
terests, so long as the Soviets also 
adhere to the same limits. 

Now that the United States and 
Soviet Union have an agreement on 
Intermediate Nuclear Forces, the need 
for limits on strategic offensive weap
ons is even more acute. The INF 
Treaty is a breakthrough in arms con
trol, and I hope it will be ratified by 
the Senate. However, there is the po
tential for its military value to be se
verely undercut by a Soviet strategic 
build-up. 

Were the SALT II limits to be aban
doned by the administration, there is 
nothing in place to prevent the Soviets 
from using new strategic missiles to 
compensate for the eliminated INF 
weapons. The Soviets, with large 
MIRV 'd ICBM forces and ongoing pro
duction lines, can easily replace with 
long-range launchers all the SS-20 
launchers it is removing under the 
INF Treaty. 

Our amendment would ensure the 
military benefit of the INF Treaty to 
NATO by imposing an interim re
straint on certain strategic forces 
pending the signing of a START 
agreement. 

Our amendment does not specify 
compliance with the SALT II numeri
cal sublimits. Rather, it upholds the 
spirit of the SALT II restraints. It 
caps Soviet strategic force deploy
ments while also taking into account 
the growth in our own strategic forces 
up to the time of the submission of 
the treaty to the Senate. 

It provides that no funds can be obli
gated or expended to deploy MIRV'd 
strategic launchers or platforms in 
excess of the number deployed by the 

United States on January 25, 1988-
the date the INF Treaty was submit
ted to the Senate-so long as the 
Soviet Union does not exceed those 
levels. 

Our amendment would allow the 
President to set aside these restric
tions if he certifies to Congress that: 

First, a new strategic arms agree
ment between the United States and 
the Soviet Union has entered into 
force; or 

Second, the United States and the 
Soviet Union have agreed on an alter
native interim restraint agreement; or 

Third, the Soviets have deployed 
strategic systems in excess of those de
ployed on January 25, 1988; or 

Fourth, uncertainties in United 
States intelligence assessments pre
vent the President from certifying 
that the Soviets are observing the in
formal ceiling of January 25, 1988, 
level of deployments. 

The INF accord-revolutionary as it 
is-will only be truly beneficial to the 
security of NATO if there are some 
limits on Soviet strategic nuclear 
forces. Without these restraints on 
Soviet long-range missiles, the Soviets 
will be free to compensate for their 
dismantled, intermediate-range SS-
20's by deploying more strategic mis
siles that could be aimed at European 
targets. Restoring the SALT sublimit 
framework will therefore help prevent 
Soviet undercutting of the INF accord. 

Not only will our amendment ensure 
that the INF Treaty is militarily bene
ficial to us and our NATO allies, it will 
improve the chances that a strategic 
agreement will be reached. If it passes 
and becomes law, and the Soviets 
agree to join the United States in ad
hering to an interim restraint on stra
tegic deployments, I think this initia
tive will give a strong push to the stra
tegic talks. It will lend some stability 
and predictability to the nuclear arse
nals of the two countries. Such a bilat
eral restraint will enhance the atmos
phere of cooperation necessary for the 
achievement of a new treaty to reduce 
strategic arms. 

This amendment is aimed squarely 
at the future security of the United 
States. It is meant to serve as a con
crete interim restraint on strategic nu
clear forces until a future United 
States-Soviet strategic agreement is 
achieved. 

I urge all Senators to support the 
INF Treaty Reinforcement Act of 
1988. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I strongly 
support this amendment. After 
months of hearings on the INF 
Treaty, it became very clear that the 
treaty's primary significance is politi
cal rather than military. That reality 
does not diminish the importance of 
the treaty, but it does mean we should 
not exaggerate the military benefits it 
will bring. First, the treaty covers only 
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a small fraction of the superpowers' 
nuclear arsenals. Second, all the tar
gets covered by INF missiles can be 
struck by other nuclear systems that 
are not covered by the treaty. Further
more, in the absence of any con
straints on strategic forces, the Soviets 
can simply build new strategic systems 
to cover those targets that were cov
ered by INF missiles. 

That is why this amendment is so 
critical. While the INF Treaty repre
sents an important political step for
ward-and I hope the remaining prob
lems will be quickly resolved-it does 
nothing to curb the growth of the 
strategic arsenals. In the absence of a 
START agreement, both sides remain 
free to expand their strategic forces. 
Thus, until a START agreement is 
concluded, it makes sense to impose 
some modest interim restraint on nu
clear forces. This amendment simply 
caps the arsenals at the already high 
levels they had reached at the time 
the President submitted the INF 
Treaty to the Senate. At a time the 
President is talking about dramatic 
cuts in the nuclear arsenals, this 
amendment represents a small, but im
portant step in the right direction. 

This amendment also contains an 
important provision requiring the ad
ministration to provide a report detail
ing the number of United States and 
Soviet missiles that have been disman
tled since the SALT I Treaty. I think 
it is important to have that informa
tion presented in an authoritative 
manner. Indeed, the fiscal year 1988 
and 1989 ACDA authorization bill ap
proved by the Congress last year in
cludes such a requirement in connec
tion with an annual report on adher
ence to and compliance with arms con
trol agreements. That information is 
to be provided shortly and on an 
annual basis thereafter. I think the 
record will clearly show that past arms 
control agreements have strengthened 
United States security by requiring 
the dismantling of large numbers of 
Soviet missiles. And I think this 
amendment will strengthen United 
States security by curtailing further 
growth in the Soviet nuclear arsenal. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, last year 
I voted to support my good friend 
from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS', 
amendment which capped the U.S. 
strategic forces at the SALT II levels. 

This year however the amendment is 
more restrictive than SALT II, and is 
unequal in its application to the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 
The Bumpers-Leahy amendment 
would hold the United States to 550 
MIRV'd ICBM's, while it allows the 
Soviet Union to deploy 820 ICBM's. 
Congress in the past has insisted that 
United States strategic forces not be 
restricted to a level inferior to that al
lowed the Soviet Union. 

Therefore Mr. President, I regretful
ly must oppose this amendment. 

SOVIET SALT VIOLATIONS INVALIDATE BUMPERS 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I 
oppose the Bumpers amendment be
cause it is invalidated by ongoing and 
expanding Soviet SALT violations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
following history of Soviet treaty vio
lations be prevented in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SUMMARY HISTORY OF OFFICIALLY CON

FIRMED SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF INTERNA
TIONAL SECURITY TREATIES SINCE 1917-
BROKEN PIE CRUSTS 
President Reagan stated correctly in his 

March 10, 1987 sixth Report to Congress on 
Soviet Noncompliance With Arms Control 
Agreements that: "Compliance with past 
arms control commitments is an essential 
prerequisite for future arms control agree
ments." 

Then on December 1, 1987, President 
Reagan in his seventh report to Congress 
confirmed a serious new Soviet ABM Treaty 
violation to Congress. In this seventh 
report, President Reagan also stated that: 
" Compliance with treaty obligations is a 
cornerstone of international law ... " 

But in direct contrast to President Rea
gan's profoundly important emphasis on the 
requirement for compliance, Soviet leader 
Lenin himself once succinctly summed up 
Soviet diplomacy and the Bolshevik ap
proach to treaties, when in 1918 he stated 
that: " Promises are like pie crusts, made to 
be broken." 

Because President Reagan and another 
Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, have now 
signed a new arms control treaty, perhaps 
we should take both Reagan and Lenin at 
their word. 

COMPLIANCE AND THE INF TREATY 
The fundamental issue in the impending 

Senate advice and consent debate over the 
proposed Treaty on Intermediate-range Nu
clear Forces therefore boils down to a very 
simple question: 

* * * Should two thirds of the United 
States Senate give its advice and consent for 
the President to ratify any new treaty with 
the Soviet Union, when the grim facts of 
Soviet diplomatic history suggest that the 
Soviets will not, and are never going to, 
comply with all the old treaties? 

Was President Reagan correctly predict
ing the Senate's deliberations when he 
stated that there can be no new arms treaty 
until the Soviets comply with the old trea
ties? Is it likely that two thirds of the 
Senate will give its advice and consent to a 
new arms treaty while the Soviets are in
creasing their violations of all the existing 
ones? Lenin also seems correct when he pre
dicted that the Soviet Union would never 
comply with treaties? 

Thus the Senate must directly confront 
the fundamental issue-what good are arms 
control treaties if they are not complied 
with by the Soviets? Do Soviet-violated 
arms treaties inevitably become exercises in 
U.S. unilateral disarmament? Does the his
tory of the unilateral disarmament of the 
Western democracies the 1920s and 1930s 
demonstrate that unilateral disarmament 
inevitably becomes appeasement, and ap
peasement of totalitarian dictators leads 
only to instability, aggression, and eventual
ly either to enslavement or war? 

Like the arms control treaty violations of 
Hitler's Nazis, the record of Soviet viola-

tions of international security treaties since 
the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 is long, 
grisly, and tragic. 

The historical record shows that the 
Soviet Union has violated virtually every 
single international security treaty it has 
ever signed, except one-the Hitler-Stalin 
Pact of August 23, 1939. But the Hitler
Stalin Pact, with which the Soviet Union 
complied scrupulously, was the catalyst for 
World War Two. 

Later we will examine in detail the grim 
history of international security treaties 
signed by the Soviets and later broken by 
the Soviets. But before we begin this grim 
litany of Soviet treaty violations, we can 
summarize from these cumulative facts of 
diplomatic history and from careful case 
studies of the Soviet approach to treaties 
the fact that the Soviets usually sign trea
ties fully intending to violate them from the 
very moment of their signature. The Marx
ist-Leninist ideology which motivates the 
Communist Party elite and attempts to le
gitimize the Soviet dictatorship requires 
this approach to treaties. 

There are alarming press reports that 
President Reagan and Soviet leader Gorba
chev have signed an INF Treaty that Gorba
chev has already violated, by failing to pro
vide required verification data, by forging 
several required photographs of their INF 
missiles, by providing false verification data 
on the numbers and locations of their INF 
missiles, and by covertly mixing the banned 
SS-20 mobile IRBMs with the almost identi
cial SS-25 mobile ICBMs that are outside of 
the treaty. In fact, there is unclassified evi
dence that all of these negotiating decep
tions and violations have already occurred, 
which will be examined carefully during the 
hearings on this proposed treaty in the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Here is what President Reagan said about 
the credibility of Soviet diplomacy just after 
the Soviets brutally shot down Korean Air
lines Flight 007 murdering 269 innocent pas
sengers, including the honorable Congress
man Larry MacDonald: 

" What can be said about Soviet credibility 
when they so flagrantly lie? What can be 
the scope of legitimate mutual discourse 
with a state whose values permit such atroc
ities? And what are we to think of a regime 
which establishes one set of standards for 
itself and another for the rest of mankind?" 

In addition to reciting the litany of offi
cial U.S. Government findings of Soviet 
treaty violations since the Bolshevik Revo-
1 ution of 1917, we would like to call atten
tion to two documents. The first is The 
President's December 1, 1987, Unclassified 
Report On Soviet Noncompliance With 
Arms Control Agreements, and the second is 
the Dissenting Views to the Report by the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelli
gence of the House of Representatives enti
tled " Intelligence Support To Arms Con
trol." These two most recent documents 
merely provide current and official support 
for the proposition that it is dangerous to 
sign new treaties with the Soviets, because 
they have not complied with any of the old 
ones. 

It may not matter what the terms of an 
agreement are if the Soviet Union will not 
be held to comply with them by either the 
United States or the world community. The 
fact that the Soviet Union will not be held 
to comply with the new INF Treaty may be 
clearly signalled by the fact that President 
Reagan signed this new treaty despite re
peated and uncorrected Soviet violations of 
all prior treaties. This fact may have been 
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driven home to the Soviets by the signing of 
the new INF Treaty only seven days after 
President Reagan delivered his newest, sev
enth report to Congress on Soviet SALT vio
lations, which stated: "The Soviet Union to 
date has not corrected its noncompliance ac
tivity. Indeed, since the last report [as 
recent as March 10, 1987], there has been an 
additional case of Soviet violation of the 
ABM Treaty ... " 

The best summation of the Soviet attitude 
toward treaties was given by Soviet leaders 
themselves. As noted, Lenin stated that 
" Promises are like pie crusts. made to be 
broken." Lenin also coldly admitted shortly 
after the March, 1918 Soviet-German peace 
treaty of Brest-Litovsk that: " Yes, of course 
we are violating the treaty. We have already 
violated it 30 or 40 times." But Joseph 
Stalin most succinctly summarized Soviet 
diplomacy, when he made the famous state
ment that: 

"Words have no relation to actions- oth
erwise what kind of diplomacy is it? Words 
are one thing, actions another. Good words 
are a mask for concealment of bad deeds. 
Sincere diplomacy �i�~� no more possible than 
dry water or wooden iron." 

If Soviet leader Gorbachev's " glasnost" 
and " perestroika" policies made him a dif 
ferent kind of Soviet leader, perhaps the 
Soviet Union would not be increasing its vio
lations of the SALT I ABM Treaty on the 
very eve of the Pearl Harbor Summit, as 
President Reagan has just confirmed to 
Congress. 

Indeed, there is evidence that Gorbachev 
is no different from all the rest of the 
Soviet leaders before him. Not only did he 
have a long career in the KGB, but he re
sorted to murder to destroy his rivals and 
become Soviet General Secretary. Gorba
chev's so-called reformist policies have only 
one fundamental objective-to make the 
Soviet Union more effective in its quest for 
domination over the U.S. 
OFFICIAL U.S. GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTATION OF 

SOVIET TREATY VIOLATIONS 

Thirty three years ago, on August 1, 1955, 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
filed an important official report on Soviet 
treaty violations. This report was followed 
by similar Senate Judiciary Committee re
ports on January 1, 1959, and January 1, 
1964. The Department of Defense made a 
similar official report on Soviet treaty viola
tions on November 5, 1962. 

These four official reports covered more 
than 150 Soviet international security 
treaty violations from 1917 through 1964. 

But then, for the next 20 years, there was 
total, complete official blackout of the news 
of Soviet treaty violations. 

On January 23, 1984, that official , U.S. 
Government cover-up ended with President 
Reagan's first report to Congress on Soviet 
SALT Violations. That first report estab
lished Ronald Reagan as the first President 
to have the courage to officially and public
ly accuse the Soviet Union of violating 
SALT treaties. 

It was a historic report, because it broke 
the 20 year silence from official Washington 
on Soviet violations of international securi
ty treaties. 

Since that January 23, 1984, historic Pres
idential Report to Congress on Soviet SALT 
Violations, there have been six more, for a 
total of seven official reports to Congress on 
Soviet SALT cheating. These reports estab
lish a still-expanding pattern of over 50 
Soviet violations of SALT and other arms 
control treaties. 

These seven Reagan Administration re
ports, together with the previous four 1955-
1964 reports from both the legislative and 
the executive branches, are of real signifi
cance for U.S. security and world peace. 
Without Soviet compliance with arms con
trol and international security treaties, 
there can be no order in international rela
tions and no reliable security arrangements 
not wholly based on military might. 

In sum, now there is a total of eleven offi
cial U.S. Government reports to Congress 
confirming over 200 Soviet international se
curity treaty violations. These official re
ports establish the fact that the Soviet 
always have cheated on their solemn legal 
commitments to comply with international 
security treaties. 

Soviet noncompliance with treaties will in
evitably increase the risk of war. That is 
why the chief American arms control nego
tiator in Geneva, our distinguished Ambas
sador Max Kampelman, himself stated re
cently that: 

" It is essential in our negotiations in 
Geneva that we highlight the issue of 
Soviet violations of existing arms control 
agreements, even though they will yell like 
stuck pigs." 

But as Lenin stated in 1916, " Every peace 
program is a deception . .. unless its princi
pal object is .. . the revolutionary strug
gle." 

SOVIET VIOLATIONS 1920 THROUGH 1960 

Now we need to recite the chronological 
history of these officially confirmed Soviet 
treaty violations, which is appropriate now 
that President Reagan and Gorbachev have 
signed a new treaty. Here is a list of the 
most important Soviet violations of interna
tional security treaties between 1920 and 
1960, as summarized from the official 1962 
Defense Department report: 

1. On May 7, 1920, the new Soviet regime 
signed a treaty with the independent Geor
gian Republic, pledging no interference in 
Georgia's internal affairs. The Soviet Viola
tion: On February 11 and 12, 1921, Soviet 
troops invaded Georgia, in a step leading to 
the absorption of the Republic into the 
USSR. 

2. On March 16, 1921, in a trade agree
ment with Britain, the Soviet Union 
pleadged not to engage in propaganda in 
Britain. The Soviet Violation: On May 26, 
1927, Britain ended the agreement because 
of Soviet violations, including Soviet failure 
to stop propaganda inside Britain as prom
ised. 

3. On June 5, 1922, the Soviet Union con
cluded a friendship agreement with Czecho
slovakia. The Soviet Violation: On June 29, 
1945, the USSR compelled Czechoslovakia 
to cede the Carpatho-Ukraine to the Soviet 
Union. 

4. On December 12, 1943, the USSR and 
the Czech Government-in-exile signed a 
treaty of friendship and mutual assistance. 
The Soviet Violation: On February 25, 1948, 
the Czechoslovakian Government was 
forced to accept a Communist ultimatum as 
the Soviet Union completed arrangements 
to force the country into its satellite empire. 
The Soviet ultimatum compelled the ap
pointment of a cabinet of Moscow followers, 
and it climaxed the Soviet postwar drive to 
absorb the once-independent Czechoslova
kia. 

5. On December 17, 1925, the USSR signed 
a nonaggression and neutrality pact with 
Turkey. The Soviet Violation: On March 20, 
1945, the USSR denounced this pact, and 
began a campaign to secure control of the 
Black Sea straits. 

6. On August 31, 1926, the Soviet Union 
concluded a nonaggression pact with Af
ghanistan. The Soviet Violation: On June 
1946, the USSR forced Afghanistan to cede 
the border territory of Kishka. 

7. On September 28, 1926, the Soviet 
Union made a nonaggression pact with Lith
uania, later extending the agreement 
through 1945. The Soviet Violation: On 
June 15, 1940, Soviet troops invaded Lithua
nia. On August 8, 1940, Lithuania was an
nexed by the Soviet Union. 

8. On September 27, 1928, the Soviet 
Union adhered to the Kellog-Briand pact 
for the renunciation of war. The Soviet Vio
lation: The Soviet Union violated this 
pledge by their 1939-40 invasions of Poland, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Romania, and 
Finland. 

9. On January 21, 1932, the USSR agreed 
to a nonaggression pact with Finland. The 
Soviet Violation: On November 30, 1939, 
Soviet military forces invaded Finland. 

10. On February 5, 1932, the Soviet Union 
signed a nonaggression pact with Latvia. 
The Soviet Violation: On June 16, 1940, 
Soviet troops invaded Latvia. 

11. On May 4, 1932, the Soviet Union 
pledged nonaggression in an agreement with 
Estonia. The Soviet Violation: On June 16, 
1940, Soviet military forces invaded and oc
cupied Estonia. 

12. On July 25, 1932, the Soviet Union 
signed a nonaggression pact with Poland. 
The Soviet Violation: On September 17, 
1939, Soviet troops invaded Poland. 

13. On May 8, 1934, the USSR and Poland 
extended their nonaggression pact for ten 
years. The Soviet Violation: On September 
29, 1939, the USSR signed an agreement 
with Nazi Germany to partition Poland. 

14. On June 9, 1934, the USSR agreed to 
recognize Romania, and to guarantee her 
sovereignty. The Soviet Violation: On June 
27, 1940, the Soviet army invaded and occu
pied the Romanian provinces of Bessarabia 
and Northern Bukovina. 

15. On September 15, 1934, the USSR en
tered the League of Nations, pledging there
by " the maintenance of justice and a scru
pulous respect for all treaty obligations in 
the dealings of organized peoples with one 
another." The Soviet Violation: On August 
23, 1939, the USSR made a treaty with Nazi 
Germany, termed " a joint conspiracy" to de
prive Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Finland, and Romania of their independ
ence and territorial integrity. 

16. On August 31, 1937, the Soviet Union 
signed a nonaggression pact with the Re
public of China. The Soviet Violation: On 
October 2, 1940, the USSR broke relations 
with the Republic of China, after recogniz
ing the Communist Chinese regime it 
helped to eventually gain power in 1948. 

17. On July 30, 1941, the USSR concluded 
an agreement with the Polish Government-

.in-exile, pledging mutual aid and coopera
tion. The Soviet Violation: On April 28, 
1943, the USSR broke its relations with the 
Polish Government-in-exile, on the pretext 
of the Polish request for a Red Cross inves
tigation of the Katyn Forest Massacre. 

18. On September 24, 1941, the Soviet 
Union pledged adherence to the Atlantic 
Charter, which provided that agreeing coun
tries seek no aggrandizement, that the coun
tries desired no territorial changes not made 
with the freely expressed wishes of the 
people concerned, and that they respected 
the right of all peoples to choose their own 
government. The Soviet Violation: Against 
these promises stands the Soviet Union's 
record of occupation and domination of Ro-
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mania, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Czecho
slovakia, Tannu Tuva, Afghanistan terri
tory, Hungary, East Germany, Albania, Bul
garia, Poland, North Korea, and Mongolia. 

19. On January 29, 1942, the Soviet Union, 
with Iran and Britain, signed a treaty of al
liance, providing for the military use of Ira
nian territory only until the end of military 
operations against Germany. The Soviet 
Violation: The Soviet Union :refused to with
draw its troops from Iran at the end of 
World War Two. 

20. On February 4-11, 1945, at the Yalta 
Conference, the USSR agreed on various 
postwar measures, including adoption of a 
resolution that the liberated peoples of 
Europe should have the opportunity to 
solve their economic problems by democrat
ic means. The Soviet Violation: In violation 
of this agreement stands the USSR's record 
of domination in Bulgaria, Romania, 
Poland, East Germany, Hungary, and 
Czechoslovakia, and other countries which 
were forced into postwar roles as satellites 
of the Soviet Union. 

21. On February 11, 1945, the USSR at the 
Yalta Conference, agreed to a declaration 
that the Polish provisional government 
"shall be pledged to the holding of free and 
unfettered elections as soon as possible on 
the basis of universal suffrage and secret 
ballot." The Soviet Violation: On January 5, 
1947, the Soviet Union refused to partici
pate in the meeting with the United States 
and Britain to secure compliance with the 
1945 agreement pledging free elections in 
Poland. 

22. On April 11, 1945, the USSR signed a 
20 year treaty of friendship, mutual aid, and 
cooperation with Yugoslavia. The Soviet 
Violation: On September 29, 1949, the 
USSR denounced this agreement. 

23. On June 14-18, 1945, President 
Truman and Premier Stalin agreed, in an 
exchange of letters, to "free access by air, 
road, and rail, from Frankfurt and Bremen 
to Berlin for U.S. forces." The Soviet Viola
tion: From April 1, 1948, to May 12, 1949, 
the Soviet Union imposed the Berlin Block
ade by severing all land and water routes be
tween Berlin and West Germany. The West
ern Allies supplied Berlin by airlift. In 
March, 1962, the Soviet Union harassed 
flights by Allied airplanes between Berlin 
and West Germany. 

24. On July 17 to August 2, 1945, at the 
Potsdam Conference, the USSR agreed that 
there should be uniform treatment of the 
German people throughout Germany. The 
Soviet Violation: East Germany today con
tinues to be a rigidly controlled Soviet satel
lite. Its people have been denied free elec
tions, have been isolated from the people of 
West Germany, and have been victimized by 
the same kind of regimentation, police rule, 
and economic restrictions imposed on the 
people of the Soviet Bloc states in Europe. 

25. On August 14, 1945, the Soviet Union 
entered into a treaty with the Republic of 
China, containing these pledges: "Each high 
contracting party undertakes not to con
clude any alliance and not to take any part 
in any coalition directed against the other 
high contracting party . . . the treaty comes 
into force immediately ... and shall remain 
in force for a term of 30 years." The Soviet 
Violation: On February 14, 1950, these 
pledges were broken when the USSR made 
a new agreement with the Communist Chi
nese regime it had helped to create. The So
viets did not even bother to change the 
basic wording. The new treaty also pledges: 
"Both high contracting parties undertaken 
not to conclude any alliance against the 

other high contracting party and not to 
take part in any coalition or actions or 
measures directed against the other high 
contracting party . . . The present treaty 
will be valid for 30 years." 

26. On March 10, 1947, the Soviet Council 
of Ministers, meeting in Moscow, agreed 
that all German prisoners of war should be 
repatriated by December 31, 1948. The 
Soviet Violation: On August 3, 1955, the So
viets furnished the West German Red Cross 
with data on the health and whereabouts of 
only 20 of the approximately 14,000 Ger
mans known to be still held in the USSR. 

27. On May 4, and June 20, 1949, Four 
Power Agreements of New York and Paris 
guarantee the United States, British, 
French, and Soviet joint control of Berlin, 
all access routes to and from the city, and 
freedom of movement within the city. The 
Soviet Violation: On September 20, 1955, 
the USSR unilaterally transfered Soviet 
control over all access routes to and from 
Berlin to the East German regime. 

28. On July 27, 1956, the military armi
stice was established between the United 
Nations command and opposing communist 
forces of North Korea and China, assisted 
by the USSR. The Armistice Agreement 
pledged signers to "cease introduction into 
Korea of reinforcing military personnel." 
The Soviet Violation: On July 11, 1956, the 
United Nations command detailed a long list 
of armistice agreement violations by com
munist parties. On May 6, 1957, the U.N. 
command, in another series of official com
plaints, charged that the communists had 
sent troops into Korea's demilitarized zone 
six times in a period of less than 4 months. 

29. On January 14, 1956, the USSR signed 
an agreement with Yugoslavia, pledging 
$110 million in credits for industrial con
struction. On August 4, 1956, the USSR 
pledged an additional grant of $175 million, 
bringing the total of $285 million. The 
Soviet Violation: On May 28, 1958, Yugoslav 
sources disclosed that the Soviet Union had 
postponed for five years the grant to Yugo
slavia amounting to $285 million. This rep
resented an attempt to retaliate against 
Yugoslavia for its refusal to accept the 
Soviet Communist Party's ideological lead
ership. 

30. On October 19, 1956, the USSR-Japa
nese joint declaration pledged the Soviet 
Union to refrain from interference in 
Japan's internal affairs. The Soviet Viola
tion: In 1958, during the weeks preceding 
the Japanese elections of May 22, the Sovi
ets beamed radio propaganda at Japan vio
lently opposing the election of Premier 
Kishi's government. Between 1959 and 1960, 
the USSR threatened Japan with the possi
bility of nuclear war if Japan ratified the 
U.S.-Japan security treaty, signed January 
19, 1960. 

As noted, the above Soviet violations of 
international security treaties occurred 
during the 40 years between 1920 and 1960, 
and they were officially confirmed by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee and by the De
partment of Defense in 1962 and 1964. But 
there was a long, 20 year hiatus from 1964 
until 1984, when there were no official U.S. 
Government reports on Soviet treaty viola
tions. Then on January 23, 1984, President 
Reagan made his first report to Congress on 
Soviet SALT violations. There have now 
been seven such reports to Congress, con
firming the following numerical tabulation 
of Soviet violations of SALT and other arms 
control treaties: 

1. SALT I ABM Treaty-now 10 confirmed 
violations; 

2. SALT I Interim Agreement-5 con
firmed violations; 

3. SALT II Treaty-now 25 confirmed vio
lations; 

4. Limited Test Ban Treaty-over 100 con
firmed violations; 

5. Threshold Test Ban Treaty-over 24 
probable violations; 

6. Biological Warfare Convention-multi
ple confirmed violations; 

7. Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weap
ons-multiple confirmed violations; 

8. Kennedy-Khrushchev Agreement-mul
tiple confirmed violations. 

In addition, long before SALT began in 
1969, the Soviets violated two significant 
arms control treaties, one in the 1920s 
which even entailed on-site inspection <the 
Soviets colaborated with the Germans in 
violating the Versailles Treaty), and an
other in the late 1940s <on demobilization in 
Eastern Europe). Soviet authorities on 
international law have candidly stated their 
view of treaty compliance: "Those institu
tions of international law which can facili
tate the accomplishment of the stated tasks 
of Soviet [i.e. Marxist-Leninist] foreign 
policy are recognized and applied in the 
USSR; those which contradict these aims in 
any way are rejected. 

According to an official U.S. State Depart
ment Soviet Affairs Note dated August 10, 
1959: 

"Few nations can match the USSR in vo
ciferous protestations of loyalty to interna
tional obligations! However, such declara
tions which are typical of Soviet propagan
dists and scholars alike-diverge widely 
from Soviet practice. In the years since the 
Bolshevik Revolution the Soviet govern
ment, while consistently accusing others of 
bad faith in international dealings, has not 
hesitated to violate its own treaty obliga
tions when such actions appeared to be in 
its interest. The history of the last 40 years 
provides numerous examples of deliberate 
treaty violation by the Soviet regime . . . 
The USSR has disregarded treaty provisions 
inconvenient to itself, has unilaterally de
nounced conventions to which it is a party, 
has threatened abrogation as a means of in
timidation, and has on several occasions at
tacked fellow signatories to treaties of 
friendship and nonaggression." 

The implications of Soviet noncompliance 
were stated by President Reagan in his June 
1985 report to the Congress on Soviet SALT 
violations. The President stated: " ... this 
pattern of Soviet noncompliance raises fun
damental concerns about the integrity of 
the arms control process, concerns that-if 
not corrected-undercut the integrity and vi
ability of arms control as an instrument to 
assist in ensuring a secure and stable future 
world." The President continued: " ... we 
have made it absolutely clear that we expect 
the Soviet Union to take positive steps to 
correct their noncompliance and to resolve 
our compliance concerns in order to main
tain the integrity of existing agreements 
and to establish the positive environment 
necessary for the successful negotiation of 
new agreements." 

On March 10, 1987, the President stated in 
his sixth report to Congress on Soviet SALT 
violations that: "If we are to enter agree
ments of this magnitude and significance 
... cheating is simply not acceptable." And 
the President added in a speech on October 
28, 1987, that: "As you know, the Soviets 
have an extensive record of violating past 
arms control agreements ... " President 
Reagan added in a speech on November 18, 
1987: "I cherish no illusions about the Sovi-
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ets ... for them, past arms control treaties 
were like diets. The second day was always 
the best, for that's when they broke them." 
SOVIET SALT AND OTHER ARMS CONTROL TREATY 

VIOLATIONS 

We must finally turn to a summary of 
Presidentially confirmed Soviet SALT and 
other arms control treaty violations. 
A. Presidentially confirmed expanding pat

tern of Soviet SALT II break-out viola
tions-total of 25 
President Reagan recently reported to 

Congress that: " A number of [Soviet] activi
ties involving SALT II constituted violations 
of the core or central provisions of the 
Treaty frequently cited by proponents of 
SALT II as the primary reason for support
ing the agreement ... In no case where we 
determined that the Soviet Union was in 
violation [i.e. of SALT II and SALT I] did 
they take corrective action." 

I. SS-25 mobile ICBM-prohibited second 
new type ICBM 

1. Development since about 1975; 
2. Flight-testing <irreversible) since Febru

ary, 1983; 
3. Deployment since 1985-over one hun

dred concealed mobile launchers, "direct 
violation;" 

4. Prohibited rapid-refire capability-dou
bles force: 

5. RV-to-Throw-Weight Ratio <and dou
bling of throw-weight over old SS-13 
ICBM)-probable covert SS- 25 2 or 3 MIRV 
capability-"direct violation", plus reported 
testing of 3 MIRV SS-25; 

6. Total encryption of SS-25 telemetry, 
" direct violation." 

II . SNDV's 
7. De facto Strategic Nuclear Delivery 

limit of 2,504-the Soviets have long been at 
least 75 to over 600 SNDVs over even the 
2,504 number only they had when SALT II 
was signed in 1979, thus illustrating the fun
damental inequality of SALT II. The 
Reagan Administration stated in Septem
ber, 1987: "The Soviet Union continues to 
exceed the de facto SALT II overall Strate
gic Nuclear Delivery Vehicle <SNDVs) ceil
ing of 2,504. Their ongoing deployments of 
SS-25 ICBM launchers, TU-95 Bear H 
Bombers, and SLBM launchers carried by 
Delta IV and Typhoon submarines, plus the 
presence of SALT II -accountable SS-X-24 
ICBM launchers and Blackjack bombers re
sults in the Soviets exceeding the SNDV 
limit by about 25. The Soviets have not com
pensated adequately for these new weapons, 
primarily because insufficient numbers of 
older Bison bombers and SS-11 ICBM silos 
have been dismantled." The CIA and ACDA 
also stated in October, 1987, that the 
number of Soviet SNDVs "remains greater 
than the 2,504 SNDVs recognized as permit
ted by SALT II." 

III. SS-N-23 SLBM 
8. Heavy throw-weight prohibited <conclu-

sive evidence); 
9. Development since about 1975; 
10. Flight-testing (irreversible>; 
11. Deployment on Delta IV and III Class 

submarines; 
12. Total encryption of telemetry. 

IV. Backfire intercontinental bomber 
13. Arctic basing, increasing already inter

continental operating capability; 
14. Probable refueling probe, actually 

widely detected, increasing intercontinental 
operating capability; 

15. Production of more than thirty Back
fire bombers per year, for an estimated five 

years, making at least more than an esti
mated 12 extra illegal Backfires produced. 

V.CCD 
16. Expanding pattern of Camouflage, 

Concealment, and Deception <Maskirovka), 
deliberately impeding verification. 

VI. Encryption 
17. Total encryption of ICBM, SLBM, and 

all other missile telemetry. 
VII. Launcher-ICBM missile relationship 
18. Reported probable concealment of the 

relationship between the SS-24 missile and 
its mobile ICBM launchers, and confirmed 
concealment of the relationship between 
the SS- 25 missile and its mobile ICBM 
launchers. 

VIII . SS- 16 
19. Confirmed concealed deployment of 50 

to 200 banned SS- 16 mobile ICBM launch
ers at the Plesetsk test range, now reported
ly probably being replaced by a similar 
number of banned SS-25 mobile ICBM 
launchers. SS- 16s replaced at Plesetsk are 
unlocated, and are now probably deployed 
covertly. 
IX. Falsification of SALT II data exchange 

20. Operationally deployed, concealed SS-
16 launchers not declared; 

21. AS-3 Kangaroo long-range air 
launched cruise missile range falsely de
clared to be less than the 600 kilometer 
range limit and therefore was not counted, 
even though its range was at least 650 kilo
meters. 

22. Falsification of Backfire bomber range 
and refueling capability, by Brezhnev. 

X . Excess MIRV fractionation 
23. According to press reports, the current 

National Intelligence Estimate states that 
the 308 SS- 18 super-heavy ICBMs are de
ployed with 14 warheads each, adding 1,232 
Soviet warheads. 

24. According to press reports, the Soviet 
Super-super-heavy SS-X-26 <the follow-on 
to the SS-18) is now being flight-tested on 
polar trajectories simulating first strike at
tacks aimed at Pearl Harbor-sovereign U.S. 
territory, and its deployment is being accel
erated in converted SS-18 silos. This Soviet 
flight-testing and accelerated deployment of 
the even heavier throw-weight follow-on to 
the super heavy SS-18 ICBM violates the 
SALT II absolute ceiling on SS-18 throw
weight. This new super-super heavy ICBM, 
the SS-X - 26, is also being tested with more 
RVs than the number carried on the SS-18. 
This development certainly will result in 
further excess MIRVing of the SS- 18 class 
of missiles. 

XI. Exceeding MIRV sublimits 
Additionally, the Soviets have now prob

ably deployed more than 50 concealed SS-24 
rail-mobile MIRVed ICBM launchers. First 
deployment of this missile was actually con
firmed to President Reagan at the Iceland 
Summit on October 11, 1986, by Soviet 
Leader Gorbachev himself. 

The Reagan Administration confirmed on 
August 7, 1987, that: "The Soviet Union has 
exceeded the SALT II sublimit of 1,200 per
mitted MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed 
SLBMs when the fifth Typhoon submarine 
recently began sea trials. Moreover, some 
SS-X-24 MIRVed ICBM railmobile launch
ers should now be accountable under the 
SALT II sublimit on MIRVed ICBMs. It ap
pears that the Soviets have not yet compen
sated for any of the SALT II-accountable 
SS-X-24 launchers. Therefore, the Soviets 
may also have exceeded the SALT II subli
mit of 820 MIRVed ICBM launchers." 

The Reagan Administration later in Sep
tember, 1987, also confirmed the following 
statement to be accurate and unclassified at 
that time: "The fact that the Soviet Union 
has exceeded the SALT II sublimit of 820 
MIRVed ICBMs with their SS-24 deploy
ment is now clear. Moreover, the Soviets 
have clearly exceeded the SALT II sublimit 
of 1,200 MIRVed ICBMs and MIRVed 
SLBMs. The Soviet Union has not compen
sated for their SS-24 deployment or for 
their Typhoon and Delta IV submarine de
ployments exceeding the SALT II sublim
its." 

The Reagan Administration also con
firmed the following statement to be accu
rate and unclassified as of October, 1987: 
"Current information indicates that the So
viets are still over the 1,200 sublimit of 
SALT II, although the same information in
dicates that the Soviets could come into 
compliance at any time." 

This confirmed Soviet MIRV missile de
ployment above the 1,200 MIRV missile sub
limit is the 24th confirmed Soviet SALT II 
violation. 

And the 25th confirmed Soviet SALT II 
violation is the Soviet deployment of now 
over 50 SS- 24 rail-mobile MIRVed ICBMs in 
violation of the 820 MIRV ICBM sublimit. 

Finally, the CIA has publicly warned that, 
in the event that Soviet SALT II " Break 
Out" could be confirmed, the U.S. should 
consider that the Soviets are also violating 
the third SALT II sublimit-1,320 MIRVed 
missiles and heavy bombers equipped with 
long range cruise missiles. Thus, because 
the 24 confirmed Soviet SALT II violations 
clearly constitute Soviet Break Out from 
SALT II, the Soviets must also be consid
ered to be violating the 1,320 sublimit. 

This would make the total of confirmed 
Soviet SALT II violations 26. 

The Soviets reportedly told the U.S. arms 
negotiators in Geneva in late 1983 that they 
intended to exceed the SALT II sublimits of 
820, 1,200, and 1,320, which they are now 
confirmed to be doing. 

Finally, the SS-24 probably has greater 
throw-weight than the SS-19, reportedly 
making the SS-24 an illegal heavy ICBM. 

B. Presidentially confirmed expanding pat
tern of Soviet violations of the SALT I in
terim agreement-5 violations 
1. Soviet deployment of the heavy SS-19 

ICBM and the medium SS- 17 ICBM to re
place the light SS-11 ICBM was a circum
vention defeating the object and purpose of 
the SALT I Interim Agreement. Article II of 
the Interim Agreement prohibited heavy 
ICBMs from replacing light ICBMs. This 
violation alone increased the Soviet first 
strike threat by a factor of six. 

2. Soviet deployment of modern SLBM 
submarines exceeding the limit of 740 
SLBM launchers, without dismantling other 
older ICBM or SLBM launchers, which in 
March, 1976, the Soviets actually admitted 
was a violation. 

3. Soviet camouflage, concealment, and 
deception deliberately impeded verification. 

4. Circumvention of SALT I by deploying 
SS-N-21 and SS-NX-24 long-range cruise 
missiles on converted Y Class SLBM subma
rines, which "is a threat to United States 
and allied security similar to that of the 
original SSBNs." 

5. "The United States judges that Soviet 
use of former SS-7 ICBM facilities in sup
port of the deployment and operation of the 
SS-25 mobile ICBM is a violation of the 
SALT I Interim Agreement." 
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As Defense Secretary Weinberger stated 

on December 11, 1986: "SALT I and SALT II 
have been largely irrelevant to the Soviet 
military buildup. Both agreements merely 
codified and authorized large increases." 
C. Presidentially confirmed expanding pat

tern of Soviet SALT I ABM Treaty break 
out violations-1 O violations 
1. "The U.S. Government reaffirms the 

conclusion in the March 1987 Report that 
the new large phases-array radar under con
struction at Krasnoyarsk constitutes a viola
tion of legal obligations under the Anti-Bal
listic Missile treaty of 1972 in that in its as
sociated siting, orientation, and capability, 
it is prohibited by this Treaty. Construction 
continued in 1987. The absence of credible 
alternative explanations have reinforced 
our assessment of its purpose. Despite U.S. 
requests, no corrective action has been 
taken. This and other ABM-related Soviet 
activities suggest that the USSR may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its national 
territory." This judgment is "based on con
clusive evidence," and this is the clearest 
evidence of Soviet violation of the ABM 
Treaty. Thus the siting, orientation, and ca
pabilities of the Soviet Krasnoyarsk ABM 
Battle Management Radar "directly vio
lates" three provisions of the SALT I ABM 
Treaty. The Soviets have even privately ad
mitted this violation to themselves. The 
CIA has stated recently that "The United 
States is aware that, over the last several 
years, Soviet officials have indicated that 
the Krasnoyarsk radar is a violation of the 
ABM Treaty." During 1987, both houses of 
the Congress, the U.S. Senate and the U.S. 
House of Representatives, have each voted 
overwhelmingly and almost unanimously in 
agreement with President Reagan that the 
Krasnoyarsk Radar is a clear violation of 
the ABM Treaty. The Senate also voted 93 
to 2 that the Krasnoyarsk violation was "an 
important obstacle" to the Senate's advice 
and consent to the ratification of the new 
INF Treaty. The Soviets have conceded in 
diplomatic channels that a radar identical 
to the Krasnoyarsk radar is an early warn
ing radar. 

2. "The U.S. Government finds that the 
USSR's activities with respect to moving a 
Flat Twin ABM radar and a Pawn Shop van, 
a component of an ABM system, from a test 
range and initiating deployment at a loca
tion [i.e. Gome}] outside of an ABM deploy
ment area or ABM test range constitutes a 
violation of the ABM Treaty .. . This and 
other ABM-related Soviet activities suggest 
that the USSR may be preparing an ABM 
defense of its national territory." In his De
cember l, 1987, seventh report to Congress 
on Soviet SALT violations, President 
Reagan referred for the first time to "the 
new violation in the deployment of the Flat 
Twin and Pawn Shop observed at Gomel 
... " The Soviets have admitted in diplo
matic channels that the Gomel radar is an 
ABM radar, and further, that if such ABM 
radar were located outside a test range or al
lowed deployment area, it would constitute, 
a prohibited base for a prohibited nation
wide ABM defense. Thereby violating the 
most important provision of the ABM 
Treaty, Article I. But the Soviets have more 
recently lied to the U.S. on their Gomel ac
tivity claiming it is not a violation and that 
the Flat Twin was sent to Gomel to be dis
mantled. 

3. Over 100 ABM-mode tests of Soviet 
SAM-5, SAM-10, and SAM-12 surface-to-air 
missiles and radars and "highly probable" 
violations of the SALT I ABM Treaty. Two 
high Soviet officials have even admitted 

that their SAMs have been designed, tested, 
and deployed with a prohibited ABM capa
bility. "The U.S. Government reaffirms the 
judgment made in the March 1987 Report 
that the evidence of Soviet actions with re
spect to concurrent operations is insuffi
cient fully to assess compliance with Soviet 
obligations under the ABM Treaty ... In 
recent years, we have gathered an increased 
amount of evidence on activities that could 
be associated with Soviet concurrent oper
ations . . . the Soviet Union has conducted 
tests that have involved air defense radars 
in ABM-related activities. The large 
number, and consistency over time, of inci
dents of concurrent operation of ABM and 
SAM components, plus Soviet failure to ac
commodate fully U.S. concerns, indicate the 
USSR probably has violated the prohibition 
on testing SAM components in an ABM 
mode. In several cases, this may be highly 
probable. This and other such ABM-related 
activities suggest that the USSR may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its national 
territory." 

4. There is strong evidence that Soviets 
may be developing and deploying a territori
al, and especially a nationwide, ABM de
fense, which violates the ABM Treaty ban 
on developing even a base for a nationwide 
ABM defense. "The U.S. Government reaf
firms the judgment of the March 1987 
Report that the aggregate of the Soviet 
Union's ABM and ABM-related actions <e.g., 
radar construction, concurrent testing, SAM 
upgrade, ABM rapid reload, ABM mobility. 
and deployment of ABM components to 
Gome}) suggests that the USSR may be pre
paring an ABM defense of its national terri
tory. Our concern continues ... The redun
dancy in coverage provided by these new 
radars [i.e. the 9 Pechora-Krasnoyarsk Class 
radars] and the disposition of these radars 
closely resembles the design of the U.S. 
Safeguard ABM program." The U.S. Safe
guard program was designed to be a 12 site, 
nationwide ABM defense. President Reagan 
has also stated that "this is a serious cause 
for concern." The Secretary of Defense has 
testified to the Senate that the "Soviets 
have some nationwide ABM capability" al
ready. In his December, 1985 report to Con
gress on Soviet SALT violations, President 
Reagan stated that a unilateral Soviet ABM 
defense: "Would have profound implications 
for the vital East-West balance. A unilateral 
Soviet territorial ABM capability acquired 
in violation of the ABM Treaty could erode 
our deterrent and leave doubts about its 
credibility." The CIA has recently stated 
that: "In totality, these <Soviet ABM) activi
ties provide a strong basis for concern that 
the USSR might have an integrated plan 
for an ABM defense of its national territory, 
and might be working toward it." Finally, as 
the Defense and State Departments' White 
Paper on Soviet strategic defense programs 
of October 1985 confirmed: "The aggregate 
of current Soviet ABM and ABM-related ac
tivities suggests that the USSR may be pre
paring an ABM defense of its national terri
tory-precisely what the ABM Treaty was 
designed to prevent." 

5. The mobility of the Soviet ABM-3 
system is a violation of the ABM Treaty's 
prohibition on mobile ABMs. 

6. Continuing Soviet development of 
mobile Flat Twin ABM radars from 1975 to 
the present, is a violation of the prohibition 
on developing and testing mobile ABMs. 
The Soviets evidently are now mass produc
ing the mobile ABM-3 system for rapid na
tionwide deployment. 

7. Soviet ABM rapid reload capability for 
ABM launchers is a serious cause for con-

cern. The State and Defense Departments 
state that the Soviets "may" have a prohib
ited reloadable ABM system. 

8. Soviet deliberate camouflage, conceal
ment, and deception activity impedes verifi
cation. 

9. Confirmed Soviet falsification of the de
activation of ABM test range launchers is a 
violation of the ABM Treaty dismantling 
procedures. 

10. Soviet rapid relocation without the re
quired prior notification of a Flat Twin 
ABM radar, creating the additional Kam
chatka ABM test range, not only confirms 
the illegal mobility of the Flat Twin radar 
and ABM-3 system, but is a violation of the 
ABM Treaty. 

As Defense Secretary Weinberger stated 
on December 11, 1986: "There has been the 
recent discovery of three new Soviet large 
phased-array radars of this type [i.e. the Pe
chora-Krasnoyarsk ClassJ-a 50 percent in
crease in the number of such radars. These 
radars are the essential components of any 
large ABM deployment. The deployment of 
such a large number of radars [i.e. nine], 
and the pattern of their deployment, to
gether with other Soviet ABM-related ac
tivities, suggest that the Soviet Union may 
be preparing a nationwide Soviet defense in 
violation of the ABM Treaty. Such a devel
opment would have the gravest implications 
on the United States-Soviet strategic bal
ance. Nothing could be more dangerous to 
the security of the West and global stability 
than a unilateral Soviet deployment of a na
tionwide ABM system combined with its 
massive offensive missile capabilities." 

Finally, the Soviets are reportedly increas
ing the SAM defenses of their LPARs, in 
further violation of the ABM Treaty. 

D. Presidentially confirmed expanding pat
tern of Soviet violations of nuclear test 
bans-over 70 violations. 
1. About 20 atmospheric nuclear weapon 

tests, August through September 1961, were 
conducted by the Soviets in violation of the 
1959 Mutual Test Ban Moratorium. One of 
these tests reached a yield of 58 megatons. 

2. There have been over 30 conclusively 
confirmed cases of Soviet venting of nuclear 
radioactive debris beyond their borders 
from underground nuclear weapons tests, in 
violation of the 1963 Limited (i.e., Atmos
pheric) Test Ban Treaty. A hundred more 
tests are probable violations of the LTBT. 
"The U.S. Government reaffirms the judg
ment made in the March 1987 Report that 
the Soviet Union's underground nuclear test 
practices resulted in the venting of radioac
tive matter on numerous occasions and 
caused radioactive matter to be present out
side the Soviet Union's territorial limits in 
violation of its legal obligation under the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty. The Soviet Union 
failed to take the precautions necessary to 
minimize the contamination of man's envi
ronment by radioactive substances despite 
numerous U.S. demarches and requests for 
corrective action. This practice has contin
ued. Since the resumption of Soviet under
ground testing in February 1987, the United 
States has presented demarches to the 
Soviet Union on two separate occasions 
when unambiguously attributable venting 
has occurred ... and received completely 
unacceptable explanations ... our repeated 
attempts to discuss these occurrences with 
Soviet authorities have been rebuffed ... 
Soviet refusal to discuss this matter calls 
into question their sincerity on the whole 
range of arms control agreements." <Empha
sis added.) 
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3. There have been over 24 cases of Soviet 

underground nuclear weapons tests over the 
150 kiloton threshold in probable violation 
of the 1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty. 
E. Presidentially confirmed expanding pat

tern of Soviet violations of biological and 
chemical weapons bans 
1. "Soviet involvement in the production, 

transfer, and use of chemical and toxic sub
stances for hostile purposes in Southeast 
Asia and Afghanistan are direct violations 
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol." Tens of thou
sands of innocent men, women, and children 
suffered horrible deaths from these Soviet 
atrocities, which are also violations of the 
Genocide Convention. 

2. "The Soviets have maintained an offen
sive biological warfare program and capabil
ity in direct violation of the 1972 Biological 
and Toxin Weapon Convention." The 
United States has absolutely no defenses 
against this capability. The Sverdlovsk an
thrax explosion of April 1979, killing several 
thousand Soviet soldiers and civilians, is 
direct evidence of the existance of this ille
gal capability. "After reports of the events 
at Sverdlovsk reached the West, the United 
States repeatedly and explicitly approached 
the Soviet Union for consultation under Ar
ticle V of the Biological and Toxin Weapons 
Convention. These efforts were initiated in 
March of 1980 and continued through the 
1986 Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Convention. The Soviets have consist
ently refused to engage in consultations, de
spite their obligation under Article v_ ... 
The U.S. Government judges that contmued 
activity during 1987 at suspect biological 
and toxin weapon facilities in the Soviet 
Union, and reports that a Soviet BW pro
gram may now include investigation of new 
classes of BW agents, reaffirm the conclu
sion of the March 1987 Report that the 
Soviet Union has maintained an offensive 
biological warfare program and capability �i�~� 

violation of its legal obligation under the Bi
ological and Toxin Weapons Convention of 
1972 ... We are particularly concerned be
cause it may include advanced biological 
agents about which we have little knowl
edge and against which we have no defense. 
The Soviets continue to expand their chemi
cal and toxin warfare capabilities. Neither 
NATO retaliatory nor defensive programs 
can begin to match the Soviet effort . . . 
There have been no confirmed attacks with 
lethal chemicals or toxins in Cambodia, 
Laos, or Afghanistan in 1987 according to 
our strict standards of evidence. N onethe
less there is no basis for amending the 
Ma;ch 1987 Report conclusion that, prior to 
this time, the Soviet Union has been in
volved in the production, transfer, and use 
of trichothecene mycotoxins for hostile pur
poses in Laos, Cambodia, and Afghanistan 
in violation of its legal obligation under 
international law as codified in the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 and the Biological and 
Toxin Weapons Convention of 1972." 

F. Soviet violation of the Kennedy
Khrushchev Agreement of 1962 

"The Soviets breached a unilateral com
mitment by sending offensive weapons
intercontinental nuclear-delivery-capable 
bombers, nuclear-delivery-capable fighter
bombers, and various kinds of nuclear mis
sile submarines-back to Cuba, beginning in 
1969." The Soviets are thus violating the 
1962 Kennedy-Khrushchev Agreement pro
hibiting Soviet offensive weapons in Cuba 
because of the reported presence of 12 or 
more TU-95 Bear intercontinental bombers, 
more than 55 nuclear-delivery-capable 

MIG-27 Flogger fighter-bombers, several 
types of strategic submarines <Golf, Echo, 
Victor, Yankee, and Foxtrot Classes), over 
200 nuclear-delivery-capable MIG- 21 fight
er-bombers, a nuclear weapons handling and 
storage facility, a Chemical and Biological 
Weapons production and storage facility, 
and the Soviet Combat Brigade. On Septem
ber 14, 1983, President Reagan for a second 
time confirmed that the Soviet Union had 
violated the Kennedy-Khrushchev Agree
ment when he stated: "That Agreement has 
been 'abrogated many times by the Soviet 
Union and Cuba in the bringing of what can 
only be described as offensive weapons, not 
defensive, there." That statement and an 
earlier one by President Reagan has been 
backed up by similar public statements by 
the CIA Director, the JCS Chairman, and 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 
all charging that the Soviets are violating 
the Agreement. And even the State Depart
ment concedes that the Soviets are violating 
the "spirit" of the Agreement. 

CONCLUSION 

As President Reagan stated in his seventh 
Report to Congress on Soviet SALT viola
tions, dated December 1. 1987: "When taken 
as a whole, this series <i.e. of seven) reports 
provides a clear picture of continuing �S�o�v�~�e�t� 

violations . . . there is a pattern of Soviet 
noncompliance . . . The compliance con
cerns enumerated in this Report are not un
familiar to the Soviet Union. I expressed my 
personal interest in these issues directly to 
Soviet General Gorbachev during my meet
ings with him, both in 1985 in Geneva and 
then again in Reykjavik in October 1986. In 
addition the Standing Consultative Com
mission 'discusses compliance concerns in 
detail during its biannual sessions . .. Most 
recently, Secretary of �S�~�a�t�e� Shultz �r�~�i�s�e�d� 
U.S. concerns about Soviet noncompliance 
during his October 1987 visit to Moscow ... 
the Soviet Union has failed to correct its 
noncompliant activities ... strict compli
ance with all provisions of arms control 
agreements is fundamental ... Soviet non
compliance is a serious matter. It calls into 
question important security benefits from 
arms control, and could create new security 
risks. It undermines the confidence essential 
to an effective arms control process in the 
future ... it will be achieved only if effec
tive verification and total compliance are in
tegral elements of the process both with re
spect to existing arms control agreements 
and possible new ones." <Emphasis added.) 

In his March 10, 1987 Report to Congress 
on Soviet SALT violations, President 
Reagan added: " Strict compliance with all 
provisions of arms control agreements is 
fundamental, and this Administration will 
not accept anything less . . . If we are to 
enter agreements of this magnitude and sig
nificance, effective verification is indispen
sable and cheating is simply not accepta
ble." 

Finally, in his June 1985 Report to Con
gress on Soviet SALT violations. Preside_nt 
Reagan stated: " .. . this pattern of Soviet 
noncompliance raises fundamental concerns 
about the integrity of the arms control 
process, concerns that-if not corrected-un
dercut the integrity and viability of arms 
control as an instrument to assist in ensur
ing a secure and stable future world . . . we 
have made it absolutely clear that we expect 
the Soviet Union to take positive steps to 
correct their noncompliance and to resolve 
our compliance concerns in order to main
tain the integrity of existing agreements 
and to establish the positive environment 
necessary for the successsful negotiation of 

new agreements." But as President Reagan 
conceded in his March 1987 Report in 
regard to all Soviet violations of SALT I and 
SALT II: "In no case where we determined 
that the Soviet Union was in violation did 
they take corrective action." 

In a letter to the Congress transmitting 
his December 1, 1987 violations report, 
President Reagan stated: "Correcting their 
violations will be a true test of Soviet will
ingness to enter a more constructive rela
tionship ... on security matters." 

Thus by President Reagan's own 1985 and 
1987 standards, there may be no integrity to 
the arms control process and there may be a 
lack of the positive environment necessary 
for the negotiation of new agreements. In 
sum, we may question whether arms control 
treaties have served as an instrument to 
assist in ensuring a secure and stable future 
world. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have 

talked to the majority leader and I 
know he has consulted the Republican 
leader. Everyone is pretty well alert. I 
plan to move to table. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, before 
the Senator does, will he yield for one 
last question? 

Mr. NUNN. If it is a very short ques
tion. 

Mr. LEAHY. It is a very short ques
tion and can be answered shortly. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LEAHY. There has been a lot of 

discussion about the 550 limit ICBM's. 
Have we changed off that 550 anytime 
during the last 10 years? In effect, we 
have stayed within the 550 ICBM's, 
say, for the last decade? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is correct. I 
am informed if we go the rail mobile 
MX with a MIRV'd system, we might 
go up higher than that in about 3 
years. 

Mr. LEAHY. Which will not be 
before October 1 of 1989. 

Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator is es
sentially correct as a practical matter. 
As a theoretical matter, we stayed 
within that limit primarily because we 
have not been able to come to a con
sensus on ground-based systems. But 
we have not been compelled by law to 
do that. 

Mr. LEAHY. The only reason I ask 
that question is because there was 
some confusion in the debate, and I 
want to have it clearly on the record 
this is no change from anything in the 
last 10 years. 

Mr. NUNN. The only change is this 
would be by law. The other is by dis
cord, disagreement and policy. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
underlying amendment, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BrnEN] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. HECHT] and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KARNES] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 51, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 
YEAS- 51 

Armstrong Exon Nickl es 
Bentsen Garn Nunn 
Bond Graham Packwood 
Boren Gramm Pressler 
Boschwitz Grassley Quay le 
Breaux Hatch Roth 
Chiles Heflin Rudman 
Cochran Helms Shelby 
Cohen Hollings Simpson 
D'Amato Humphrey Stevens 
Danforth Kassebaum Symms 
DeConcini Kasten Thurmond 
Dixon Lugar Trible 
Dole McCain Wallop 
Domenici McClure Warner 
Duren berger McConnell Weick er 
Evans Murkowski Wilson 

NAYS- 45 

Adams Gore Mitchell 
Baucus Harkin Moynihan 
Bingaman Hatfield Pell 
Bradley Heinz Proxmire 
Bumpers Inouye Pryor 
Burdick Johnston Reid 
Byrd K ennedy Riegle 
Chafee Kerry Rockefell er 
Conrad Lau ten berg Sanford 
Cranston Leahy Sar banes 
Dasch le Levin Sasser 
Dodd Matsunaga Simon 
Ford Melcher Specter 
Fowler Metzenbaum Stafford 
Glenn Mikul ski Wirth 

NOT VOTING- 4 
Bi den Karnes 
Hecht Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2018 was agreed to. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, while the 
people are still in the Chamber, let me 
just say I have talked to the majority 
leader about this, and I am speaking 
for myself as one of the two floor 
managers here. But we do not plan to 
have any more rollcall votes tonight. 
If anyone wants to bring up an amend
ment they believe has been cleared, I 
am prepared to stay and take those 
amendments up now as long as we 
have productive business. I would en
courage that to happen. But there will 
be no more rollcalls tonight based on 
the majority leader's earlier state
ment. 

Tomorrow we are going to get start
ed as early as possible on the Kenne
dy-Hatfield test ban amendment, and 
then we have a Kennedy on combat 
troops in Central America amend
ment; we have a Heinz Buy America 

amendment; and a Wilson drug inter
diction amendment. We have probably 
20, 25 other amendments that are 
pending, and at least 7 or 8 are major 
amendments. 

I want to put my colleagues on 
notice. We have not been in late any 
night this week. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there are 
too many conversations going on. We 
want to know what is happening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena
tors will cease audible conversations. 
If the Senator will suspend until we 
get order. 

The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, we have 

not been in late any night this week. I 
too would like to get home at a reason
able hour. Tomorrow night though, if 
we have any hope of finishing this bill 
on Friday, we are going to have to stay 
until at least a reasonable hour in the 
evening tomorrow night. I would like 
to see us make so much progress that 
we might, in view of staying until 11 or 
12 o'clock, finish the bill. But that 
would be highly optimistic. 

I would have to say that we will take 
a look tomorrow afternoon. If it looks 
like we can finish the bill, we will let 
everyone know, and we will try to go 
very late. If it looks like we cannot, it 
would be my suggestion to the majori
ty leader that we work until 8:30 or 9 
o'clock tomorrow night, come in 
Friday morning early, and work as 
long as required Friday including very 
late into the evening until we can 
finish this bill. That is the goal I 
would have as the manager. 

I know Senator WARNER shares that 
goal. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman. 

Mr. President, does the sequence of 
the amendments that was ordered 
during yesterday carry over until to
morrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is not correct. It does 
not carry over. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that sequence 
of amendments continue to carry until 
disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
suggest then that the Senate begin to
morrow on this bill no later than 9:30 
a.m. Is that satisfactory? Do the man
agers wish to have us begin earlier? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, would 
the distinguished leader yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wonder 

if the distinguished leader and the 
manager have discussed the possibility 
of pursuing time agreements. As I 
walk around the room and talk to 
other people, people think we could be 
making a little better progress. I do 

not mean that as a reflection on any
body or any of the discussion that 
took place. Our list of amendments is 
so much shorter than last time when I 
was involved with the distinguished 
manager and as the manager is listen
ing, I really think that this list is short 
enough. If we can get some time agree
ments, we could get this bill finished 
by maybe noon or so Friday. I honest
ly believe that. I think if we worked 
until 11 or 12 tomorrow night, and 
then begin Friday morning early, we 
could finish this bill this week by the 
middle of Friday, if we could get some 
time agreements. 

As I talk to people around here, I 
think they are ready to have time 
agreements. 

Mr. NUNN. That is a good sugges
tion. Let me ask while the Senator 
from Indiana is here, I know the Sena
tor from Georgia and I are going to be 
on the floor all day tomorrow. The 
Senators from Indiana and Illinois are 
about as good as two can be on this 
question. 

Mr. DIXON. I would be glad to vol
unteer to be the one that worked for 
our manager on this side to get time 
limits, if my friend from Indiana 
would do it. 

Mr. NUNN. Would the two work to
gether, and if Senator QUAYLE will 
work the Republican side and Senator 
DIXON the Democratic side to see how 
many people would be willing to have 
time agreements, we can take a good 
look at it about noon tomorrow. We 
may very well be able to finish this bill 
tomorrow night or by noon on Friday. 

I would say I have been informed on 
the other, subject to the majority 
leader, that Senator HATFIELD will be 
prepared to enter into a time agree
ment for 1 hour equally divided and 
that we could begin that debate at 9:45 
tomorrow morning which means we 
would conclude it 1 hour later. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. Then, is that 
an amendment in the second degree, 
may I ask the distinguished chairman, 
the amendment by Mr. HATFIELD. It is 
not. 

Very well. I wonder if we could get 
an agreement now that there be a 1-
hour time limitation on that amend
ment to begin running at 9:45 tomor
row morning with the understanding 
that the 1-hour time limitation on 
that amendment does not mean that if 
an amendment is offered to that 
amendment there would be no time on 
the second-degree amendment? 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, if I 
could say again to the majority leader, 
if he will yield the floor for a moment, 
could the manager listen for just a 
moment? 

I am just advised by my good friend, 
the distinguished Senator from Wis
consin, he would be willing to accept a 
2-hour time limit on the whole War 
Powers Act question. I think that 
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would be a valuable contribution. He 
says he would be ready to do it tomor
row some time. So I think that is a big 
one we could put in the box. 

Mr. NUNN. I do not know whether 
we can get agreement on this side of 
the aisle on that one. I believe we can 
on the 1-hour on the testing but I be
lieve the other one we would have to 
wait and let people think about it 
overnight. We will take that into con
sideration. 

Mr. QUAYLE. We might get 2 hours 
on the tabling motion. We would have 
to check that. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I understand we 
would have to check further on this 
side. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know 
that Senator KENNEDY agrees on a 40-
minute time limit. I certainly would 
agree to it. That would be on the 
motion to table. If the motion to table 
for some reason was not agreed to, 
then it would be just on the motion to 
table the time agreement. 

I have spoken to Senator KENNEDY 
on more than one occasion and I can 
represent to the Senate that he has 
agreed to that time limit. 

Mr. BYRD. Ordinarily the motion to 
table is not debatable. What you are 
doing here is making a motion to table 
debatable. It is all right if the Sena
tors want to do that. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, would 
the majority leader yield so I can 
move to reconsider that last vote? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, Mr. President, I 
yield for that purpose. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to table was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 
suggest our respective Cloakrooms and 
floor staffs inquire between now and 
early morning tomorrow as to what 
other amendments may be in the 
wings, if the chairman would feel that 
is a good idea so we can have the 
whole kit and caboodle. 

Mr. NUNN. I think that would be a 
good idea. If we could get the Cloak
room to also notify the Members of 
both sides that Senator DrxoN and 
Senator QuA YLE will be available for 
talking and discussing on behalf of the 
floor managers the possible time 
agreements. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business and that 
Senators may speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 
MAY 11 1911: PRESIDENT PRO TEMPO RE 

ELECTION DEADLOCKED 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 77 years 
ago today, on May 11, 1911, the Senate 
become entangled in a bitter deadlock 
over the election of a president pro 
tempore. This dispute demonstrated a 
significant change of political ideology 
within the early 20th century Con
gress. 

In the 1910 midterm congressional 
elections, Democrats had gained a ma
jority in the House of Representatives 
and had picked up 10 Senate seats. 
This reduced the Republican margin 
of control to 7 votes. The 49 Senate 
Republicans were split into progres
sive and conservative wings. Among 
the progressives where seven insur
gents who hoped to topple the Sen
ate's entrenched old-guard leadership. 
In this effort, they were inspired by 
the success of a recent major revolt in 
the House. There insurgents had 
stripped speaker Joseph Cannon of his 
power to appoint committees and their 
chairman. 

On April 27, 1911, shorty after the 
Senate of the 62d Congress convened, 
Maine's William Frye resigned as 
President pro tempore due to illness. 
Frye had served in that post for 15 
years. A man of conservative personal 
and political temperament, he was 
considered one of the "wheel-horses" 
of the Senate and was deeply respect
ed by Senators of both parties. 

On May 11, the Senate began ballot
ing for Frye's replacement. Each party 
caucus nominated a senior Member. 
Republican insurgents divided their 
votes among four lesser candidates. On 
each of the seven ballots, Georgia 
Democrat Augustus Bacon received a 
plurality, but remained several votes 
short of the necessary majority. The 
other major candidate, New Hamp
shire Republican Jacob Gallinger, fol
lowed closely behind. Following sever
al days of rancorous debate, leaders of 
both parties reluctantly agreed to al
ternate the duties of President pro 
tempore between Bacon and Gallinger 
for the remainder of the 62d Congress. 

GREECE, TURKEY, AND CYPRUS 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, 

during the Senate's recess last week, I 
had the pleasure of accompanying our 
minority leader, Senator DOLE, to 
meetings with the top leadership of 
Greece and Turkey. 

Our meetings with Greek Prime 
Minister Andreas Papandreou, Greek 
National Defense Minister Ioannis 
Haralambopolous, Turkish President 
Kenan Evren and Prime Minister 
Turgut Ozal, as well as the mayor of 
Istanbul, suggested to me that this is 
an opportune time to resolve the con
flict over Cyprus. 

All of these officials expressed the 
view that progress has been made 

during the past year in improving rela
tions between Greece and Turkey. 
This is good news, not only for those 
two great nations, but also for their 
NATO allies, including the United 
States. Yet, much remains to be ac
complished in settling the Cyprus 
problem. 

Although I applaud Turkey's leaders 
for cooperating with Greece in some 
areas, I am disappointed that they 
continue to stonewall efforts to end 
their illegal occupation of northern 
Cyprus. Other nations and leaders, in
cluding the United States and its lead
ers, bear some of the responsibility for 
the current division of Cyprus. But 
the primary responsibility lies with 
Turkey, which illegally used United 
States weapons to invade Cyprus in 
July and August 1974. Just last year, 
Turkey compounded this problem by 
sending its occupation forces on 
Cyprus large amounts of the military 
assistance we gave them for NATO de
fense purposes. 

Mr. President, I urge the United 
States Government to help in the res
olution of the Cyprus problem by 
making it clear we will not accept the 
perpetual occupation of 40 percent of 
Cyprus by Turkey. There must be a 
democratic united Cyprus. Turkey 
must understand that sanctions sooner 
or later will be imposed if it does not 
move forward on the diplomatic front 
in this area. Turkey is a valuable 
American and NATO ally with capable 
and intelligent leaders. But, as a 
nation that was founded on the princi
ple of the rule of law, we will not 
simply close our eyes to aggression and 
violations of that principle by even the 
best of our friends and allies. 

Once again, Mr. President, I am en
couraged by the apparent growing ci
vility of relations between Turkey and 
Greece. Turkey in particular would 
gain much by furthering the easing of 
tensions in taking the right steps re
garding Cyprus. 

REDUCING THE GAP: 
PROMOTING ADULT DAY CARE 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 

would like to address the topic of adult 
day care. Too often we have focused 
our attention and directed our re
sources to institutional care for the 
infirm elderly. With only 5 percent of 
the elderly population residing in a 
nursing home at any given time, it is 
apparent that we should now direct 
our attention to community-based al
ternative services. On April 18, 1988, 
the Senate Committee on Aging held 
an excellent hearing entitled, "Adult 
Day Health Care: A Vital Component 
of Long-Term Care." That hearing un
derscored the following point: With an 
aging population, we no longer can 
afford to have a fragmented long-term 
care delivery system. 
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